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ABSTRACT
Teachers’ Perceptions on the Use of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol as a
Districtwide Professional Development Reform
by Christina Moreno Portillo
The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to ascertain to what degree of application
the K-5 elementary teachers in Learning First School District have transferred the 8
components of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol into their instructional
practices. In addition, it was the purpose of this study to determine which conditions
supported and limited the teachers’ successful implementation of the SIOP professional
development trainings into daily classroom instruction, as perceived by teachers. Finally,
it was the purpose of this study to determine whether Learning First School District’s
professional development had an effect on student achievement, as perceived by teachers
and archival data. The research methods for this mixed-method study included online
surveys with 101 elementary teachers, 3 focus group interviews, and 2 individual
interviews with teachers, and review of archival testing data and attendance rate data of
students. There were 7 research questions which guided the study. Quantitative analysis
revealed that M = 1.86 and SD = .55 when all 8 components were combined together; and
the SIOP component most fully transferred into teachers’ classroom instructional
practices was comprehensible input, while the least fully transferred was interaction.
Significant differences were only found in 2 of the 5 school metrics following SIOP
trainings (K-2nd grade DIBELS and K-5th grade attendance rates). Qualitative analysis
identified 21 themes related to professional learning conditions and recommendations, in
which strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components were reported to have the
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most occurrences and found to most likely support implementation of SIOP into
instructional practices. The process, content, and structure of teacher trainings was the
condition most identified as limiting successful implementation of SIOP; and
recommendations for improving the professional development program identified 6
themes. Teachers’ perceptions were mixed regarding whether the SIOP trainings had led
to an increase in student achievement; however, teachers attributed SIOP with improving
their students’ behaviors and success in their classrooms.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Encouraging teachers within a school to observe each other, to plan together, and
to adopt shared teaching methods can dramatically improve teaching and learning
in a school. Good practices in one classroom can become schoolwide shared
practices. This work can ratchet up the levels of teaching and learning in a school
while establishing schoolwide systems for diffusion of good ideas. Meanwhile, it
can also build a culture of high expectations and professional study.
—Calkins, Ehrenworth, and Lehman, Pathways to the Common Core

A reform to accommodate the newly established common standards has swept the
field of education as state school boards of education are challenged to fully implement
the Common Core State Standards Initiative. School districts and teachers around the
country are working frantically to effectively implement the Common Core State
Standards for students from kindergarten through 12th grade, prior to the administration
of the official Common Core assessments in the spring of 2015. Throughout the United
States, educators are experiencing a major shift in the expectations of what should be
taught in classrooms.
The Common Core Initiative was marshaled by the National Governors
Association and the Council of Chief State School Officers with additional input solicited
from teachers, parents, and other educational experts and leaders for the establishment of
a single set of standards in English language arts and math for Grades K-12. In June
2010, the final version of the Common Core State Standards was officially released.
Though the goal was for all 50 states to have a single set of standards, at present, 44
states, the District of Columbia, four territories, and the Department of Defense
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Education Activity have voluntarily adopted Common Core and are endeavoring to
implement the standards (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices,
Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010).
As the vitality of the country’s economic system is being contested through
technological advances, rapid third-world development, and global interconnectedness
and competiveness, the need for a common set of high, internationally benchmarked
college-and career-readiness standards is imperative for K-12 education (ASCD, 2012).
The Common Core State Standards supply a common set of knowledge and skills that
students must learn in English language arts and math for each grade level. The
standards are based upon evidence, aligned to compete with other top-performing
countries including rigorous content and skills and designed to prepare students for
graduate college and career readiness in the 21st century (National Governors
Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010).
What the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) purposefully avoided was to outline
explicitly how schoolteachers will teach their students in order to obtain these
expectations.
For the purpose of preparing teachers to meet the instructional shifts which are
embedded in the CCSS, it is critical that professional development, curriculum, and
assessment be driven by the key shifts (Alberti, 2012). In English language arts, these
shifts entail using complex nonfiction texts to build knowledge in literacy, reading, and
writing that are supported by evidence from a text and deliberate practice with close
reading of complex texts. In math, there is a shift to teach fewer concepts and instead
extend deeper into concepts, create connections between concepts from previous grade-
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level lessons, and apply rigor to conceptual understanding, procedural skill and fluency,
and application (Alberti, 2012).
In California, there is a considerable amount of funding and support behind the
implementation of CCSS. Assembly Bill 86, passed on June 14, 2013, appropriated
$1.25 billion for school districts, county offices of education, charter schools, and state
special schools to use for implementation in the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 school years
for the purposes of professional development, alignment of instructional materials to the
Common Core, and integration of the standards through technology-based instruction
(California Department of Education, 2013a).
Recognizing the urgency to transition to the CCSS while maintaining a focus
upon improving student achievement, a Southern California public school district created
a professional development initiative to provide their K-12 teachers with the tools needed
to address how to meet these new expectations. The K-12 school district assembled the
Professional Learning Initiative to provide teachers with an organizational tool for
utilizing daily best instructional practices to close the academic gap for their English
learners and struggling students. The K-12 school district assembled the Professional
Learning Initiative (PLI) to provide teachers with an organizational tool for utilizing daily
best instructional practices to close the academic gap for their English learners and
struggling students. In its PLI brochure, the district described how it would deliver
extensive training on Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) and coaching
over a 3-year rollout process for its elementary schools (Learning First School District,
2012). For purposes of anonymity, the Southern California public school district
throughout this study will be identified by a fictitious name, Learning First School
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District, and its professional development initiative will be referred to by the pseudonym
of PLI.
Learning First School District selected SIOP for their professional development
program as a means to establish a model for how teachers could plan lessons and
implement high-quality instructional practices. The projected results were to be an
increase in student achievement as teachers incorporated the SIOP instructional practices
into their daily classroom teaching. Essentially, Learning First School District’s
professional development initiative would supply the rigor needed to effectively meet the
expectations of teaching the CCSS while demonstrating critical instructional practices for
closing the academic gap for English learners and struggling students. The significance
of this high-quality professional development program is that all students within the
district would benefit.
Background
Achievement Gap
Despite academic achievement being strongly and positively related to one’s
future occupational attainment, income, health, and other measures of a successful life
(Farkas, 2006), closing the achievement gap that exists between minority subgroups such
as Hispanics, African American, and English language learners (ELL) with their White
peers continues to challenge educators (Coleman, 1966, 1990; Karantinos, 2009;
Wenglinsky, 2004). A report by the National Center for Education Statistics ([NCES],
2011) that compared reading and math scores of Hispanics and Whites from 1990
through 2009 on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) determined
that achievement gaps had narrowed but still existed. The National Center for Education
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Statistics (2013) found that the performance of non-ELL fourth- and eighth-grade
students had continually surpassed their ELL peers from 2002 through 2011. NCES
(2013) defined this disparity as an achievement gap (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Average reading scores of fourth-grade students, by ELL status: Selected years, 20022011; adapted from U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress, selected years 2002-11, Reading Assessments,
NAEP Data Explorer, Digest of Education Statistics 2012, Table 142. Copyright 2012 by U.S.
Department of Education.

After conducting extensive analysis on research focusing on the academic gap,
Barton (2003) found that 14 factors could be attributed to the disparity. Six factors were
related to the school institution: rigor of the curriculum, extent of teacher preparation in
the subject matter being taught, the amount of teachers’ experience, class size,
availability of technology-assisted instruction, and safety in school. The remaining eight
factors were related to the home and outside environment. These factors were parent
participation, student mobility, birth weight, lead poisoning, hunger and nutrition, reading
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to young children, excessive television watching, and having two parents in the home.
These studies also provided statistical evidence that minority students lagged behind
White students on factors that make a difference in student achievement (Barton, 2005).
Wenglinsky (2004) proposed that rather than focusing on the social inequalities
related to home and environment factors, the power to close the gap lies within the school
context. The policies and practices within an individual school contain the power to
make a difference. By targeting instructional practices that raise the average achievement
of the student body, overall school quality can be improved and can benefit minority
students with closing the achievement gap.
No Child Left Behind
The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was deliberately designed by lawmakers
to increase achievement in schools and close the academic gap of students of minority
groups by emphasizing professional development in reading, math, and science and the
hiring of highly qualified teachers. The law mandated that all schools must have 100% of
their students attain proficiency on state standardized tests by the 2013-2014 school year
(Randolph & Wilson-Younger, 2012). Schools that do not meet yearly testing targets
would receive assistance and sanctions.
The NCLB law stemmed from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) of 1965, which designated federal money to schools with disadvantaged children
from underprivileged backgrounds. In 1994, the ESEA was reconfigured as the
Improving Schools Act, in order to evaluate the academic progress of students and
identify schools that were not attaining annual yearly progress as measured by
standardized tests. This law was renamed the No Child Left Behind Act by President
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George W. Bush in 2001 and enacted on January 8, 2002 with the emphasis upon
increasing academic success for all students and making all schools accountable.
NCLB presented momentous changes for educational institutions. Annual testing
for students in Grades 3-12 was to be administered annually in English language arts,
math, and science. States were required to maintain academic progress by meeting
adequate yearly progress (AYP) targets, and federally funded Title I schools with
2 consecutive years of not meeting AYP goals would receive sanctions and be identified
as a Program Improvement (PI) school. Producing state report cards as well as district
report cards, employing highly qualified teachers, and establishing Reading First
programs in Grades K-3 were additional measures contained in NCLB (“No Child Left
Behind,” 2011).
English Language Learners
NCLB defined an English language learner by the following: an individual within
the ages of 3 to 21; who is currently enrolled or registering for an elementary or
secondary school; who was born outside of the United States or whose first language is
not English; and whose struggles in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the
English language may limit a level of proficiency of achievement on state assessments,
attaining classroom success in a setting where English is the main language, or the access
to total participation in the general public (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 2002).
According to the Migration Policy Institute, there were approximately 5.3 million
Pre-K-Grade 12 students in the United States in 2010 who were English language
learners (Uro & Barrio, 2013). There are also indications that the growth of ELLs in
public schools is outpacing the nation’s total enrollment (Uro & Barrio, 2013). Among
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the nation’s Pre-K-Grade12 population enrolled in 2010-2011, California had the highest
percentage of ELLs (Lu, 2013). California’s recent 2013 spring language census found
that there are 1, 346,333 (21.6%) English learners enrolled in the public schools, with
72% enrolled in elementary grades (K-6) and 28% enrolled in secondary grades (7-12;
California Department of Education, Data Reporting Office, 2014).
In California, with the intent to close the achievement gap between ELLs and
their native speaking peers, the California Department of Education has implemented
policies to ensure that all English learners are provided English language development
(ELD). This academic instruction may occur in various settings including Structured
English Immersion (SEI), English Language Mainstream (ELM), and Alternative
Program (Alt). SEI refers to instruction being delivered in English with a curriculum
designed for children who are learning English. ELM is offered to students who have
attained moderate fluency in English, yet continue to receive ELD instruction along with
additional support for any other academic deficits. Alt is a program designed to teach
English acquisition by teaching ELD that is geared to a student’s language proficiency
level and that teaches the academic content in the student’s first language (California
Department of Education, Data Reporting Office, 2014).
Schools are legally mandated to provide English language learners with equal
access to education. The Office of Civil Rights (OCR) issued a memorandum in 1970
that outlined a school district’s responsibility to rectify the language deficiency that may
be impinging upon an ELL’s participation in an educational program. The 1974 Lau v.
Nichols ruling and the passing of Congress’ Equal Educational Opportunity Act served to
uphold the OCR’s 1970 memo and delineate what substantiated the denial of educational
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opportunities (National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition, 2014). It is
important to note that OCR does not provide direction for school districts in regard to
which specific intervention strategies or program model it will adopt and utilize to serve
ELLs.
Sheltered Instruction
For English learners, their instruction may be encompassed within a continuum of
various English-only models. These models typically consist of ELD, English as a
second language (ESL) pullout, sheltered English instruction, and structured English
immersion (ESI; Moughamian, Rivera, & Francis, 2009). Sheltered instruction is
recommended as the preferred approach to use with English learners (Short, Vogt, &
Echevarria, 2008), as this model embraces teachers using high-quality instructional
methods, which specifically develops academic English language skills and enables core
content material to be more accessible for students (Moughamian et al., 2009). Students
in sheltered classes are highly engaged and interested (Johnson, 2013).
With the sheltered instruction approach, the four actions of listening, speaking,
reading, and writing about content in meaningful, relevant activities is emphasized in
order to promote language proficiency as an integral objective for teachers. Lessons are
designed with modified instruction in English such as use of language and content
objectives, adjusting speech rate, simplifying vocabulary and grammar, use of repetition
of key words or phrases, building upon students’ knowledge and experience, and using
various methods of language instruction including visuals, organizers, demonstrations,
and cooperative learning (Echevarria & Short, 2000; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2013;
Moughamian et al., 2009). As students become more competent in English language
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proficiency, teachers slowly decrease their support and organize lessons to increase
efficiency with academic tasks and routine classroom activities as students access new,
more challenging content (Short et al., 2008).
Instructional Practices
Much debate exists over which instructional practices are most effective for
learning and improving achievement. Yet teachers must be trained in effective teaching
practices and strategies in order to help children catch up with their peers (Wilson, 2011).
Using effective instructional practices in the classroom with students will translate into
all students receiving the best, most high-quality instruction possible (Marsh, 2008). In
their study on effective elementary schools, Mortimore and Sammons (1987) found that
schools had 6 to 10 times a positive impact on learning. Further, the study identified 12
key factors that contribute to effectiveness, of which seven factors were attributed to
teachers and instruction.
Wenglinsky (2004) similarly found that the achievement gap could be a function
of what occurs between teachers and students. Wenglinsky’s study on 13,000 students
who took the math National Assessment of Educational Progress in 2000 concluded that
the instructional practices that teachers use in the classroom could reduce the BlackWhite and Latino-White achievement gap. The targeting of instructional practices that
will raise achievement and benefit minority students could ameliorate the achievement
gap.
Marzano’s (2003) meta-analysis of 30 years of research on classroom instruction
found that effective teachers use more effective research-based instructional strategies,
which results in a positive impact on student learning. According to Moats (2004),
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effective teachers will design high-quality instruction that identifies learning objectives
for lessons and is adjusted to meet the needs of the students such as using strategies of
preteach and reteach.
In 2012, Barak Rosenshine, a distinguished researcher with over 40 years of
researching and identifying the benchmarks of effective teaching, presented 10 principles
of instruction based upon synthesis of research studies in cognitive science, classroom
practices of master teachers, and cognitive supports to help students learn complex tasks.
Rosenshine found that the most effective teachers provided copious instructional support
to students to make connections and rehearse background knowledge as well as break up
new material into manageable parts, model and guide student practice, assist students
when errors are made, and allow for sufficient practice and review. Additionally, many
of these effective teachers included experiential, hands-on activity after the material was
learned.
Learning First School District’s Professional Learning Initiative
The Learning First School District intentionally designed its professional
development trainings to proceed slowly and thoroughly over the span of 3 years for each
school’s teaching staff. Years 1 and 2 of the PLI embraced teachers learning and
implementing the SIOP components and strategies while Year 3 was utilized for practice
and refinement. Throughout the initiative, there was support provided to each school
from a district teacher on special assignment (TOSA) who was experienced with
providing professional development for teachers and would act as a lead coach to both
teachers and administrators (Learning First School District, 2012). Additionally, during
the implementation year of the PLI, the district utilized a consultant to teach the SIOP
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trainings. The following years, only the TOSAs and district staff were utilized to teach
the SIOP trainings to each cohort of schools.
Considering that there are over 56 Learning First School District elementary
schools, the PLI was evenly organized into three cohorts (A, B, and C) of schools, with
Cohort A schools beginning in fall 2010, Cohort B in fall 2011, and Cohort C in fall 2012
(Learning First School District, 2012). Though this plan allowed for some cohort schools
to complete their 3 years of PLI trainings ahead of other schools, these cohorts continued
to receive assistance from a TOSA for ongoing practice and refinement of SIOP.
Furthermore, district funding was allocated to each school to support professional
development activities for the practice and refinement of SIOP.
The SIOP model was originally developed in 1996 in a 7-year research project as
a research observation instrument to identify to what degree teachers were utilizing
components of effective sheltered instruction in their lessons for English language
learners (ELLs). From a review of literature on the best practices, the SIOP observation
tool embraced the essential features of sheltered instruction (Short et al., 2008). Based on
feedback from teachers involved in the study, the observation instrument was
transformed into a lesson planning and delivery framework for instruction, the SIOP
model; and the SIOP protocol became an observation rating tool (Echevarria et al., 2013;
Short & Echevarria, 2004/2005; Short et al., 2008). Though the SIOP protocol is
available as a rating scale to identify how well classroom lessons are following the SIOP
model, it is not intended for evaluative purposes (Echevarria et al., 2013). After being
studied, empirical research acknowledges the SIOP model as a scientifically validated
approach to providing quality sheltered instruction for ELLs. Further, the SIOP model
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authors found that SIOP research does have a positive influence on student achievement
(Short et al., 2008).
The Learning First School District’s PLI also included peer coaching between
teachers during the observance of SIOP lessons being taught. The peer coaching model
is based upon the theories of using cognitive coaching to improve teacher effectiveness
(Costa & Garmston, 2002). The benefits of exercising peer coaching among teachers
would serve to enhance shared knowledge, decrease teacher isolation, promote
collaboration, and cultivate responsibility for their own success as well as their school’s
success (Learning First School District, 2012).
Problem Statement
There is much debate on which instructional practices are most effective for
educating children and increasing academic achievement. With the sweeping educational
reform of the CCSS in its infancy, school districts are faced with the urgency to
implement these shifts in learning while maintaining a focus on academic achievement
(Kober & Renther, 2012). Teachers are also faced with the task of providing instruction
to all types of learners, including students of limited English proficiency and disabilities.
The Learning First School District designed a PLI to address these looming concerns and
propel their teachers’ use of effective instructional practices with all learners by
providing professional development on SIOP.
As an organizational tool, SIOP is a relatively new professional development
program for enhancing teachers’ use of effective sheltered instructional practices with all
types of students. Most of the research on SIOP has been conducted at the secondary
level, particularly middle school. Research is beginning to explore others areas of using
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SIOP such as its effect at the elementary level, with administrators, and as districtwide
initiatives.
Learners begin their education in the early elementary school age years (Wilson,
2011). All students including those with limited English proficiency need early critical
learning experiences that will assist with overcoming academic gaps. Yet when working
with students who are linguistically and culturally diverse, there is a need for educators to
receive more support and preparation (Dennis, 2004).
For school improvement efforts to succeed, Guskey (2009) advocated that
“professional development remains the key to educators’ progress and professional
growth” (p. 226). However, after conducting exhaustive research on professional
development efforts, Guskey concluded that there is a lack of “valid and scientifically
defensible evidence on the relationship between professional development and
improvements in student learning” (p. 231).
Thus, a study on elementary teachers working with all types of students, including
children with disabilities and English language learners who have participated in a
consistent professional development districtwide initiative, would add to the body of
research. The study could provide critical recommendations and implications on the
effectiveness of teachers’ transfer of SIOP upon their instructional practices and increases
in students’ academic achievement. Further, the study could provide insight on the
conditions that support or limit teachers’ implementation of SIOP for school districts that
may be using SIOP or considering using SIOP for districtwide professional development.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to ascertain to what degree of application the K-5
elementary teachers in Learning First School District have transferred the eight
components of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol into their instructional
practices. In addition, it was the purpose of this study to determine which conditions
supported and limited the teachers’ successful implementation of the SIOP professional
development trainings into daily classroom instruction, as perceived by teachers. Finally,
it was the purpose of this study to determine whether Learning First School District’s
professional development had an effect on student achievement, as perceived by teachers
and archival data.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided the study:
1. To what degree are the eight components of SIOP being transferred into K-5
Learning First School District elementary teachers’ instructional practices, as
perceived by teachers?
a) Lesson preparation
b) Building background
c) Comprehensible input
d) Strategies
e) Interaction
f) Practice and application
g) Lesson delivery
h) Review and assessment
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2. What conditions support successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by
Learning First School District elementary teachers?
3. What conditions limit successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by Learning
First School District elementary teachers?
4. What other recommendations and suggestions do the teachers believe would support
implementation of a successful professional development on SIOP?
5. What are the teachers’ perceptions on the implementation of SIOP as it relates to
increased student achievement within their classrooms?
6. What difference exists in student achievement prior to the implementation of SIOP
and following implementation of SIOP in Learning First School District elementary
education?
7. How do the perceptions of teachers regarding student achievement (RQ5) compare to
the actual data regarding student achievement (RQ6)?
Significance of the Study
The CCSS are intended to prepare students for college and career readiness. The
immediate need to implement and assess these new standards is driving public school
districts to seek effective methods to deliver research-based professional development on
instructional practices and thus enable teachers to institute these new shifts in English
language arts and math. A key issue is how school leaders will deliver high-quality
professional development programs that will focus teachers’ instructional efforts as they
implement the CCSS (ASCD, 2012).
Schools and school districts are under pressure to close the achievement gap that
exists between minority and White students. The gaps in math and reading achievement

16

have been shown to begin at the kindergarten level and widen throughout the
kindergarten year (Chatterji, 2006). Schools need to close the gap while raising
achievement for all students and thus create the setting for all students to close the gaps
between the performance of students in the United States and other countries (Boykin &
Noguera, 2011). According to Boykin and Noguera (2011), if schools and school
districts “are not proactively closing achievement gaps, raising achievement for all
students, and preparing their students for the demands of the 21st century, they will soon
fall short of what our society and communities require of them” (p. 5). SIOP with the
incorporation of coaching is one tool offered to districts which offers research-based
strategies for teachers to improve their instructional practices and increase achievement
for all students (Echevarria, Richards-Tutor, Canges, & Francis, 2011).
Research on the effectiveness of SIOP and professional development supporting
teacher implementation will greatly assist school districts. Research on SIOP will
provide a greater depth of knowledge into the effectiveness of SIOP for a professional
development program for school districts. Further, research on SIOP will benefit school
district-level leadership by providing them with information that they can use in selecting
and designing effective professional development trainings for their teachers that will
lead to successful transfer of improved instructional practices.
Definitions of Terms
Academic Performance Index (API). California’s academic accountability
system that is used in Grades K-12 to measure academic performance and improvement
of schools. API is a designated single number, ranging from 200 to 1000, which is
calculated for schools, local educational agencies, and for each student group that
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produces 11 or more valid scores at a school or a local educational agency. The API
score is used to rank and compare schools (California Department of Education, 2013b).
California English Language Development Test (CELDT). California’s
statewide proficiency exam that is administered to students in kindergarten through
Grade 12 who speak a language other than English as a first language and to English
learners who are not reclassified as being fluent/English proficient. The test measures a
student’s skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing in English and determines an
English language proficiency (California Department of Education, 2013b).
California Standards Test (CST). California’s state assessments used in Grades
2 through 11 in the subject areas of English language arts, mathematics, history/social
science, and science. The CSTs are utilized in API calculations (California Department
of Education, 2013b).
Coaching. Often used to support professional development, coaching serves to
develop the teaching abilities of a school or teacher in order to improve student learning.
Coaching may occur in various forms such as peer coaching, literacy coaching, cognitive
coaching, and instructional coaching. Despite the approach, coaching typically is tied to
a focus on professional practice, is job embedded and applicable to teachers’ classroom
practices, is intensive and ongoing, is grounded in partnership, and is facilitated through
nonevaluative, confidential conversations (Knight, 2009).
Common Core State Standards (CCSS). Common Core State Standards were
developed in 2009 by the Council of Chief State School Officers and the National
Governors Association Center for Best Practices. The standards outline what students in
kindergarten through Grade 12 must acquire in order to graduate with college and career
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readiness, no matter where they live in the country (National Governors Association
Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010).
Dynamic indicators of basic early literacy skills (DIBELS). A web-based
assessment that tracks and measures a student’s progress in the five literacy components
of phonological awareness, alphabetic principle, vocabulary, comprehension, and fluency
with connected text. Test results identify if students are either Core, an indication of
attaining grade-level expectations; Strategic, demonstration of growth toward grade-level
expectations; or Intensive, implication that students are behind grade-level expectations
and require interventions. Learning First School District used the DIBELS assessments
with students in Grades K-2.
English language learner (ELL). A K-12 student who is still developing
proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing in the English language. These
students may also be referred to as limited English proficient. In California, English
language development standards have been created to ensure that ELLs are acquiring
proficiency in both the English language and the concepts and skills contained in the
English language arts standards.
Learning First School District. The fictitious name of a large, urban public
school district which is located in southern California that was used for this study.
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). Federal education legislation
established in 2001, stemming from the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965. NCLB authorizes federal funds to school districts to improve
opportunities for K-12 children from lower income families and close the achievement
gap. Key standards and accountability are written into the law for states and school
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districts to attain. By 2014, NCLB requires that all students achieve proficiency in gradelevel math and reading. School districts that fail to achieve the NCLB targets can be
classified for school improvement, remedial action, and even restructuring (Randolph &
Wilson-Younger, 2012).
Professional development. This term is typically referred to as a formal process
for professionals such as a conference, seminar or workshop, collegial learning among a
work team, or a course in the higher education setting. Professional development may
also occur in informal conditions such as conversations among colleagues, independent
reading and research, or observation of a coworker. For educators, professional
development is designed to improve student learning and achievement by concentrating
on the knowledge that will facilitate overcoming any major learning challenges that many
students may be contending with. Other names for professional development in schools
include staff development, inservice training, professional learning, and continuing
education (Mizell & Hirsch, 2010).
Professional learning community. A group of like-minded individuals, with
similar fundamental core beliefs and values, who partake in collaboration on their
practices to support one another, share knowledge and try out new ideas, and reflect on
what is working and why in order to improve student learning. Lieberman and Miller
(2011) stated, “As educators identify and solve problems of practice together, they build
the capacity and collective will to move forward the equity agenda of their schools and
districts and enhance the learning and achievement of all students” (p. 16).
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Professional Learning Initiative. The fictitious name of a professional
development initiative that will be used in this study. The pseudonym will serve to
protect the true identity of the Learning First School District and maintain anonymity.
Sheltered instruction. Sometimes referred to as specially designed academic
instruction in English (SDAIE), sheltered instruction relies on communicative, meaningbased practices to teach language and content to English learners as they develop their
language proficiency. Features of sheltered instruction involve the use of cooperative
learning activities; highlighting academic language and key content vocabulary; use of
native language for comprehensible input; opportunities for hands-on activities; and
explicit teaching and implementation of learning strategies. Students’ backgrounds are
also integrated into lessons in order to design instruction for the individual needs of the
ELL (Hansen-Thomas, 2008).
Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol (SIOP). According to its
developers, “The SIOP Model is an instructional framework for organizing classroom
instruction in meaningful and effective ways” (Echevarria & Vogt, 2010, p. 9). This
research-based approach of sheltered instruction is designed for Pre-K-Grade 12 English
learners in all content classrooms. SIOP contains eight major components and 30
effective instructional strategies for teaching ELLs. The components include lesson
preparation, building background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction,
practice/application, lesson delivery, and review/assessment (Echevarria & Vogt, 2010).
Transfer into teacher practices. The consistent and appropriate application of
new information or strategies acquired from professional development activities into
teachers’ instructional practices (Joyce & Showers, 1988).
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Delimitations
This study will be delimited to the 750 elementary school teachers working in
Learning First School District.
Organization of Study
The purpose of Chapter I was to introduce the study and discuss the issues of the
academic gap that exist for minority students and the language issues that challenge
English language learners. This chapter also described instructional practices that will
contribute to an increase in student achievement and serve to improve the existing
achievement gap for English learners and minority students. The purpose of the study
was also described, which was to establish to what degree of application the teachers
have transferred the SIOP components into their instructional practice, examine the
conditions that promoted or inhibited full implementation of SIOP into teachers’
instructional practices, and substantiate if there is an increase in student achievement.
There was an explanation of the significance of this study relating to the importance of
school districts using high-quality, districtwide professional development programs for
their teachers. Lastly, this chapter presented assumptions, definitions of terms, and
delimitations for this study.
The remainder of this study is organized into four chapters, references, and
appendices. Chapter II includes a review of the literature related to this study. There is a
presentation on what is known about effective practices for English learners and an
exploration into the major studies related to SIOP, professional development, and transfer
into practices. Chapter III explains the research design selected for this study and
describes the methodology of the study, including development and reliability of the
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survey instrument and interview questions, sample selection, data collection and analysis,
researcher bias, and limitations. Chapter IV discusses the results of the teacher surveys,
interviews, and review of archival data. A discussion of the findings of the study is
presented. Chapter V undertakes an analysis of the findings of this study. A summary,
major findings, unexpected findings, conclusion, implications for action, and
recommendations for future research along with concluding remarks and reflections are
provided.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the literature related to the need for
school districts to design effective professional development initiatives to guide teachers
to implement best practices for all types of learners. The chapter begins with an
overview of the best practices for English language learners followed by a review of
literature related to SIOP. An exploration into effective professional development
conditions for teachers, the effectiveness of coaching, and the research on transfer into
classroom practices concludes the chapter.
Best Practices for English Language Learners
According to the Stanford Center on Longevity (2014), the White, non-Hispanic
population has decreased from a majority 57% in 1990 to 40% in 2010, while the
Hispanic population in California has increased from 26% in 1990 to 38% in 2010.
California is facing a growth spurt in the Hispanic population, which is similarly
affecting the population of Hispanic students. In 2012-2013, the total K-12 student
population in California was 6,226,989. Out of these enrollment figures, 52.71% of the
students were from a Hispanic or Latino race; 25.52% were White, not Hispanic; 8.62%
were Asian, not Hispanic; 6.34% were African American, not Hispanic; and 2.49% were
Filipino, not Hispanic (California Department of Education, Educational Demographics
Unit, 2013). Nearly half of California’s students were Hispanic.
Hispanic students face the additional complexity of language issues, as they may
speak Spanish as a first language or are limited in English proficiency. The Office for
Civil Rights defined students who are limited English proficient as an English language
learner (ELL), a preferred term that reinforces accomplishments instead of weaknesses
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(U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights, 2005). In California, 84.59% of
the K-12 ELL population spoke Spanish during the 2012-2013 school year (California
Department of Education, Data Reporting Office, 2013). Yet determining how to best
close the achievement gap and guarantee the reading, academic, and language success of
ELLs has been a point of contention among policymakers, educators, and researchers (M.
Calderon, Slavin, & Sanchez, 2011).
For ELLs to be successful, they need to master the English language as well as
acquire understanding of how English is used in core content classes. Essentially ELLs
must attain three knowledge bases: the knowledge of the English language, knowledge of
content topics, and the knowledge of how academic tasks might be accomplished (Short,
2000). Yet methods used by teachers may not facilitate literacy instruction or grade-level
content. For example, when teachers depend solely on oral discourse to teach lesson
content or rely on paper and pencil worksheets without offering any scaffolding first,
ELLs may find the material incomprehensible and challenging (Echevarria et al., 2013).
Sheltered instruction, built upon high-quality instructional methods and specific
strategies for developing English language skills, is a recommended approach to use in
classrooms (Hansen-Thomas, 2008; Short, 2000, 2013; Short et al., 2008). According to
Fritzen (2011), the early uses of sheltered instruction emerged with Krashen’s model for
second language acquisition, “in which Krashen clearly intended for sheltered classes to
be temporary and transitional learning spaces that offered a safe, productive, low-anxiety
environment which protected students from educational contexts deemed inappropriate
and inaccessible” (p. 187). In the 1980s and 1990s, as a response to the influx of English
learners, the K-12 setting began to adopt the sheltered instruction approach. As sheltered
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instruction was implemented in content classes, the approach became recognized as
methods that would benefit both second language and mainstream classrooms
(Echevarria et al., 2013). Examples of sheltered instruction techniques include
cooperative learning, connections to students’ background and experiences, targeted
vocabulary development, slower speech and fewer idiomatic expressions for students less
proficient, use of visuals and demonstration, and use of adapted text and supplementary
materials (Short & Echevarria, 2004/2005).
In Johnson’s (2013) study on identifying which instructional setting offers the
optimal environment for beginning-level ELLs to interact and engage with the English
language, it was found that ELLs were largely disengaged in the mainstream classrooms
and that there was significantly higher frequency of verbal interaction in English when
students were in small, sheltered pullout groups with other ELLs and an average of
3 times more verbal interaction when taught in an sheltered classroom with their ELL
peers. Further, qualitative analysis revealed that ELL students displayed high levels of
engagement and interest in the sheltered classrooms. Johnson (2013) attributed these
differences to the following observed factors in the sheltered settings:


The marriage of content with a distinct focus on language development,



Instruction appropriate to each student’s background and level of
acquisition, and



Teachers with significant ELL training and background. (p. 126)

In high-quality sheltered instruction courses, teachers strategically and
consistently develop the students’ academic language proficiency during delivery of the
lessons. Teachers integrate language and content objectives into the curriculum while
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modifying instruction in English (Echevarria et al., 2013). Essentially, sheltered
instruction addresses the reality that without modification, the mainstream curriculum
would be inaccessible for ELLs (Fritzen, 2011).
Hansen-Thomas (2008) advocated that Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol
(SIOP) is a research-based program that assesses and measures the implementation of
sheltered instruction and may be used in staff development with teachers for teaching
English as a Second Language (ESL) and content-area, mainstream classes. Further,
Short (2013) advanced that as school districts seek to provide teachers with best practices
for meeting the needs of ELLs, SIOP is one sheltered instruction approach that can
deliver effective teacher trainings. The SIOP model, grounded in literature and in the
collaborative experiences of its researchers and participating teachers (Short, 2000), was
purposefully developed to offer direction on what represented the best practices of
sheltered instruction (Echevarria et al., 2013).
History of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol
With the goal of creating on-site learning communities for teachers within school
districts, SIOP researchers Dr. Jana Echevarria and Dr. MaryEllen Vogt of California
State University, Long Beach along with Dr. Deborah Short of the Center for Applied
Linguistics in Washington, DC, embarked upon a quasi-experimental research study to
determine if observed teachers were consistently incorporating key sheltered techniques
into their lessons. In the summer of 1997, the authors used the framework of effective
professional development strategies and teacher collaboration from Darling-Hammond
and McLaughlin for their study. These professional development strategies included:
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Experimental opportunities that engage teachers in actual teaching, assessment, and
observation;



Collaborative endeavors that allow educators to share knowledge among their peers;



Sustained, intensive development that includes modeling, coaching, and problem
solving;



Development grounded in research that also draws from teacher experience and
inquiry and is connected to the teachers’ classes (Darling-Hammond, 1998; DarlingHammond & McLaughlin, 1995).
Initial training was provided by the authors in a research project titled “The

Effects of Sheltered Instruction on the Achievement of Limited English Proficient
Students” over the course of 3-day workshops to teachers in large, urban districts from
the East Coast and from the West Coast on the project’s goals and the observation
instrument (Echevarria et al., 2013). The purpose of this project was to field-test a model
that would clearly outline effective sheltered instruction that teachers could put into
practice as a means to advance the academic success of their limited English proficient
students as well as complete field experiences and collect data to evaluate teacher change
and the effects on students’ English language development and content knowledge
(Echevarria et al., 2013). This model, SIOP, was derived from a review of research on
the best practices for English learners and included techniques that had not been tested
empirically but had demonstrated potential.
The small group of middle school teachers used sheltered instruction strategies in
a variety of English-only programs including ESL, content-based ESL, and sheltered
content classes with ELLs who spoke Spanish, Cambodian, Vietnamese, and Korean as
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well as other languages. These teachers collaborated with the researchers, providing
feedback and insight on the SIOP observation instrument as they implemented the
project’s model of sheltered instruction through demonstration lessons and analysis of
videotaped classroom observations. Throughout the year, teachers received ongoing
trainings in a collaborative setting, in which teachers could ask questions about
instruction and offer suggestions for improvement (Short & Echevarria, 1999). During
the second year of the study, another cohort of teachers from both the East and West
Coasts were trained on SIOP and added to the study.
Based upon teachers’ feedback, the SIOP observation instrument was modified
into a lesson planning system for teachers to use with students. The SIOP model was
created for lesson planning and delivery approach, and the observation instrument was
renamed as the SIOP protocol to observe and rate sheltered instruction lessons. From
1999 through 2002, the authors field-tested the SIOP model’s professional development
program, which included trainings, videotapes of outstanding SIOP teachers, and
training-related materials. From the study, the authors found that students did have an
increase in their writing skills on the Illinois Measurement of Annual Growth in English
(IMAGE), a standardized assessment of reading and writing, compared to students
learning from non-SIOP-trained teachers. In 1998-1999, there was a gain of 2.8 points
on the IMAGE for students with the SIOP-trained teachers and only 0.7 points growth for
the noncontrol group. The total average was 16.5 out of 25 points for the students with
SIOP-trained teachers. These students made statistically significant gains (Echevarria,
Short, & Powers, 2006). It was also determined that the SIOP model’s framework of best
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practices for teaching allowed for the sheltered instruction to be applied in not only ESL
classes but also in content area classes (Echevarria et al., 2013).
Overview of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol
SIOP contains 30 of the most effective instructional strategies for English
learners, which are organized into eight major components: lesson preparation, building
background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice and application, lesson
delivery, and review and assessment. The features within each of the eight components
define effective strategies that support the component’s objective. SIOP also includes a
protocol that may be used to measure quality of teaching by collecting qualitative and
quantitative information on the observed lessons’ effectiveness and areas that need
improvement (Echevarria et al., 2013).
In SIOP lessons, language and content objectives are critical for teachers to
identify in order to give students explicit instruction and practice. They make the content
comprehensible through various techniques, emphasis upon student engagement and
collaboration throughout lessons, and the use of visuals and supplemental materials to
make information more accessible. SIOP serves to enhance what teachers are already
doing in their classrooms. According to Echevarria et al. (2013), “Rather, this model of
sheltered instruction brings together what to teach by providing a framework for how to
teach it” (p. 20).
The researchers explained that accomplished SIOP teachers are able to pinpoint
students’ baseline understandings in the subject matter and then move them forward in
their content and language skills (Echevarria et al., 2013). Teachers also create
opportunities for a high level of student engagement, typically 90%-100% of the lesson
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including interaction with the teacher, their peers, and with the text so that a classroom
visitor would observe students practicing and applying their new language and content
knowledge. Variations of Think-Pair-Share activities are samples of activities that can be
integrated into SIOP lessons to meet the language demands of the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS) of communicating complex ideas (Marrero-Colon, 2014). In addition,
SIOP teachers will foster a nonthreatening environment during language development by
considering their students’ affective needs, cultural backgrounds, and learning styles
(Echevarria et al., 2013).
SIOP teachers may utilize supplementary materials such as adapted texts, models,
realia, and audiovisual and computer-based resources to organize the content matter to be
more comprehensible and accessible to students with varying levels of English
proficiency. Technology is another tool that can boost understanding and access to first
language resources. Moreover, multiple ways to demonstrate their understanding of
content are offered to students. Examples might include teachers allowing for pictorial,
hands-on, or performance-based assessments or use of rubrics to measure mastery
(Echevarria et al., 2013).
The SIOP researchers indicated that using SIOP is not replacing teachers’ favored
techniques or adding an overwhelming abundance of new elements to a lesson. Instead,
SIOP is a framework of versatile techniques that teachers may select to address the needs
of their students (see Figure 2). According to Echevarria et al. (2013), “It reminds
teachers to pay attention to the language development needs of their students and to select
and organize techniques that facilitate the integration of district- or state-level standards
for ESL and for specific content areas” (p. 21).
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Figure 2. The SIOP model framework for organizing best practices. Details the various

techniques that constitute the best teaching practices used in SIOP. From Making
Content Comprehensible for English Learners: The SIOP Model (4th ed.), by J.
Echevarria, M. Vogt, & D. J. Short, p. 21, 2013. Copyright 2013. Reprinted by
permission of Pearson Education, Upper Saddle River, NJ (see Appendix A).

Research on the Effectiveness of SIOP
The authors of SIOP extended their research on SIOP by conducting replicated
studies from 2004 through 2007 on teachers from one high school and two middle
schools with a treatment and comparison school district in northern New Jersey. They
found that ELLs with SIOP-trained teachers made statistically significant gains for oral
language, writing, and English language proficiency as well as finding high levels of
implementation among the teachers participating in the study (Short, Fidelman, &
Louguit, 2012).
The National Center for Research on the Education Achievement and Teaching of
English Language Learners (CREATE) funded a study with middle school science
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teachers from 10 middle schools within a large, urban Southern California school district
using the SIOP model, coaching, and SIOP-science created units from 2005 through
2011. The preliminary analysis indicated that there is an increase in content knowledge
and academic English for students in the SIOP-teacher trained classes (Echevarria et al.,
2013). Additional studies have found positive gains for secondary students taught by
teachers trained in SIOP (Bertram, 2011; Hancock, 2010; Hatley, 2006; Heese, 2011;
Vidot, 2011).
Though the research on elementary school teachers using SIOP is just emerging,
there are existing studies that focus on specific academic content areas such as math,
language arts, social studies, and writing for teachers of students in the elementary age
category and that have found a positive impact on student learning (Ardisana, 2006;
Doker, 2010; McIntyre, Kyle, Chen, Munoz, & Beldon, 2010; Pecina, 2010; Read, 2009).
Moux’s (2010) study on young elementary ELLs concluded that SIOP is a research-based
instructional approach that will improve student learning but appears to be most
appropriate for ELLs who are at the intermediate or advanced levels of language
acquisition.
A study was conducted by C. T. Calderon (2012) on the factors affecting the
implementation of SIOP for English language learners. There were two groups of fifthgrade teachers who had been trained in SIOP. One group of teachers had more a positive
attitude toward SIOP, and the other group had a less positive attitude toward SIOP. The
study found that there were not significant differences on the mean academic
performance of reading or math exams for students among the two groups of teachers; yet
there was a slight advantage for those students taught by pro-SIOP attitudes. The study
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recommended SIOP as a strategy for minimizing the disparity between ELLs and
dominant English-speaking students.
A recent study strived to understand K-12 teachers’ perceptions on the
implementation and effectiveness of SIOP (Negron, 2012). This research included
administrators to examine why SIOP had been chosen for teachers’ professional
development and to explain the planning process. The study found that there were
positive increases on reading scores as well as the perception by teachers that SIOP does
help ELLs and is successful in improving instructional practices. Teachers also reported
that a lack of time could be a challenge for implementation of SIOP.
Simmons-Deveaux’s (2012) study similarly concentrated on the perceptions of
elementary school teachers and their preparedness in meeting the academic and linguistic
needs of their English learners after participating in sheltered instruction trainings on the
eight components of SIOP. The study ascertained that teachers had gained confidence in
their abilities. It was reported by the teachers that the sheltered instructions were
effective instructional practices to support ELLs and beneficial for all types of students.
The study also determined that there was a high level of implementation of the sheltered
instructional strategies among the teachers’ daily instructional practices. The researchers
recommended that professional development trainings for implementing sheltered
instruction strategies should be encompassed within a district or schoolwide initiative, in
order to exist within a collaborative model, and that coaches should be utilized to provide
support to teachers on how to best implement the strategies.
Torres (2006) conducted a case study on principals within a school district and
their understanding of SIOP and its use as an evaluation tool. The findings indicated the
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need for principals’ ongoing professional development and additional support for the
implementation of the SIOP rubric as well as connecting sheltered instruction to other
districtwide initiatives. Revis (2010) examined superintendents’ leadership styles and
achievement of students with limited English proficiency and disabilities. It was
determined that SIOP along with Response to Intervention (RTI) were successful models
being utilized among districts with high student achievement. Additionally, a lack of
sustained professional development for teachers was cited by superintendents as one of
the challenges for increasing student achievement. The study suggested that school
districts may want to use a districtwide model of SIOP to meet the instructional needs of
ELLs.
Professional Development for Teachers
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) called attention to improving teacher quality and
improving student learning through professional development (Gray, 2006). NCLB
specified that funds should provide professional development activities that would
improve the knowledge of teachers, principals, and paraprofessionals in their core
academic subjects and use scientifically research-based instructional strategies, methods,
and skills to improve teaching practices and student academic achievement. Further,
activities shall involve collaboration between educational professionals and offer
trainings in how to address the needs of students with different learning styles and limited
English proficiency (NCLB Act of 2001, 2002). With the advent of the CCSS, it is
crucial that teachers’ practices are changing (“What Will It Take To Change?” 2014).
A study conducted by Standard University and the National Staff Development
Council found that teachers in the United States were receiving episodic trainings that

35

were disconnected from real problems of practice (Learning Forward, 2009). For
example, workshops are often taught in isolation rather than linked to school
improvement efforts. Trainings may neglect to provide adequate training for students of
special needs or limited English proficiency. A review of the trends and challenges of
professional development in the United States found that the nation is regressing with
offering ongoing, intensive professional learning that may lead to influencing student
learning (Darling-Hammond, Wei, & Adamson, 2010). In fact, the 2008 data illustrated
that teachers had fewer professional learning opportunities. Over the last decade, there
was a decrease from 9-16 hours of professional development to 8 or fewer hours per year
for teachers.
A study by Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson, and Orphanos (2009)
found that professional development is ineffective with meeting the needs of teachers due
to short-term planning, lack of focus and follow-up, and implementation of plans without
teacher input. Similarly, Gibson and Brooks’s (2012) qualitative study on the
effectiveness of a planned professional development program for teachers found that due
to a lack of follow-up by the professional development providers, an absence of
instructional leadership, and a lack of attention to the emotional aspect of change, there
was limited effect on teachers changing their practices.
The Learning Forward Association (2014) defined professional development as a
comprehensive, sustained, and intensive approach to improve the school educators’
effectiveness in increasing student achievement. Effective professional development
must be perceived as a culture. It must be ongoing with flexibility and support built into
it. Additionally, a professional development program should be designed with the
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educational personnel rather than for them and should fit within the institutional context
of the school personnel (Casteel & Ballantyne, 2010). Blank’s (2013) summary of recent
research on the effects of professional learning on student achievement found that there
are significant positive effects from high-quality professional development on teacher
learning and student outcomes. Additionally, professional learning, which included six
common elements, was more likely to improve teacher skills and knowledge and
ultimately lead to an increase in academic achievement (Blank, 2013).
These six common elements found among effective professional development
programs involved a focus upon increasing content knowledge of the teachers; more time
spent in professional learning (e.g., 100 hours); a long duration of involvement with the
professional program including follow-up, assistance, and coaching; multiple and
ongoing activities for reinforcement and follow-up; designing learning goals which
focused on improving teachers’ knowledge of how students learn best; and building
collaboration between teachers (Blank, 2013). Similarly, Reeves (2010) equated
effective professional learning with three characteristics: a focus upon student learning, a
balance between measurement of students’ results and adult decisions, and attention to
people and practices rather than programs. This third characteristic encompasses 90% or
more of the teachers implementing the acquired professional learning practices in their
classrooms. Thus, closing the achievement gap requires closing the gap in teacher
professional development programs (M. Calderon et al., 2011).
Effective Professional Development Conditions
Not every professional development initiative contains research-based content
that will improve student learning (Joyce & Showers, 2002). Specific conditions must be
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present to accomplish shifts. The first condition is the use of content that elevates what is
taught and how it is taught and improves the social climate of the school. For example,
for students who are already voracious readers, an initiative to increase their independent
reading may have little or no effect, while this same initiative could have a tremendous
impact upon students who do not regularly embrace reading (Joyce & Showers, 2002).
The second condition revolves around the content significantly affecting what is
taught and how it is taught, and that student behavior is changed substantially. Finally,
professional development must involve a continuous focus upon student learning where
students’ progress is measured regularly. According to Joyce and Showers (2002), the
“monitoring of an implementation—including setting a target, collecting data on an
ongoing basis, and using that data to identify obstacles—empowers staffs and builds
confidence in their collective ability to accomplish what they set out to do” (p. 112).
Guskey (2014) explained that the building blocks of any improvement effort in
education must be based upon high-quality professional learning. Achieving success
with these efforts depends on identifying the student learning outcomes that are to be
affected. Then, new practices and policies should be contemplated for accomplishing
these targets as well as ascertaining the necessary organizational support, the knowledge
and skills educators must possess, and the most effective professional learning activities
that will assist teachers with acquiring these skills and understanding.
Sally Zepeda (2012), a well-known author on instructional supervision,
professional development, and learning communities discussed in her book, Professional
Development: What Works, the notion that professional development should highlight
learning for students, teachers, and other professionals who assist children. Further,

38

teachers should receive professional development that is job-embedded, ongoing, and
career long so that learning is a proactive process and not a “fix-it” intervention. Zepeda
advanced that professional development requires coherence. Zepeda (2012) stated,
“School personnel must begin thinking about how and why professional development is
important, focusing on the work adults do to enhance student learning” (p. 285).
In his research on effective professional development, DuFour (2014) established
that professional development initiatives must be:


Ongoing, rather than episodic and fragmented;



Collective, instead of individualistic;



Job-embedded as teachers learn and engage in their day-to-day work;



Results-oriented by providing activities which advocate higher levels of
student learning; and



Operate as professional learning communities within the schools and district.
(p. 31)

DuFour questioned whether educators are ready to act on this knowledge. He believed
that one must abandon old models of professional development and instead offer
supportive, ongoing learning conditions for the involved professionals.
Professional Learning Communities
According to Settlage and Johnston (2014), most educators flourish from genuine,
face-to-face encounters with other people; and failure of professional development to
deliver such critical connections can result in a sense of resentfulness. Kose and Lim
(2011) referred to professional learning as school-related teacher learning activities,
which may encompass study groups, mentoring, and peer planning and observation.
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Easton (2012) proposed that adult learning is a process, sometimes a messy process; and
yet it is about a purpose and what furthers that purpose. Easton’s five principles that
educators might consider for effective professional learning communities (PLCs) include
a PLC that is derived from passion and purpose, sensitive to the environment, a result of
relationships, acknowledges a variety of solutions and processes, and energizes thinking
(Easton, 2012).
Research has linked PLCs with increased school performance, teacher
effectiveness, and student achievement (Fulton & Britton, 2011; Hoffman, Dahlman, &
Zierdt, 2009; Kose & Lim, 2011; Lakshmanan, Heath, Perlmutter, & Elder, 2011; Myers
& Rafferty, 2012; Smith, 2012). While PLCs have been shown to have positive effects,
the degree of implementation can differ greatly among schools. In Wells and Feun’s
(2013) study on implementation of PLC concepts at eight middle schools, the researchers
found that teachers were collaborating through an authentic, job-embedded process.
Further, lessons learned suggest that time and resources, consistent strong leadership, and
a vision for school improvement and student achievement are all factors that enhance the
work of professional learning communities (Wells & Feun, 2013).
Effectiveness of Coaching
Zepeda (2012) believed that embedding coaching in professional development
can enhance learning. Coaching has the capacity to support teachers with examining
their practices and implementing new strategies and highlights the advantages of other
forms of professional development. Zepeda suggested that by placing teachers at the core
of their own learning, coaching can serve to break the often isolative world that is
common among Pre-K-Grade 12 schools and endorse a sense of community. In like
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manner, the SIOP authors recommended that PLCs and staff collaboration be built into
the professional development experience with emphasis upon coaching for teachers to
assist with sustainability and consistent implementation (Short et al., 2008).
The emergence of coaching appeared in the early 1970s as educators began to
acknowledge that school improvement required many efforts, often faced great difficulty,
and oftentimes achieved very low levels of implementation (Joyce & Showers, 2002).
Early studies on coaching by Joyce and Showers (2002) found that coaching advanced
transfer of training in five ways. First, coaching led to more frequent practice of new
skills as the support and encouragement of a coach served to sustain practice during the
teacher’s awkward stages of implementation. Second, newly acquired strategies were
more appropriately utilized due to opportunities for discussions and collaboration with a
coach on instructional objectives, alignment of strategies to objectives, and types of
curricular materials needed.
Third, coached teachers were able to retain strategies from trainings for a longer
period of time rather than losing their skills. The coached teachers were able to fine-tune
their appropriate use of the new strategies. Fourth, there appeared to be a higher level of
skill and confidence with the introduction and delivery of new strategies to students from
the coached teachers. Finally, Joyce and Showers (2002) concluded that coached
teachers portrayed a higher level of application of new strategies in their instruction and
extended their application to other subjects or areas of study.
Currently, coaching in schools typically falls into the three areas of literacy
coaching, instructional coaching, and cognitive coaching. Literacy coaching is focused
upon improving teachers’ practices and student learning with literacy. Instructional
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coaches engage in a partnership format with teachers while focusing upon instructional
practices that will increase student learning (Knight, 2009). Cognitive coaching as
explained by codevelopers Art Costa and Bob Garmston (2002) offers a model for
encouraging reflective practice and helps teachers with planning, reflection, problem
solving, and decision making. A three-phase cycle of preconference, observation, and
postconference sponsors a reciprocal relationship between the coach and teacher.
Garmston (1993) explained that cognitive coaching cultivates teachers’ intellectual
growth by teaching “a set of strategies for creating a school environment that fosters
teachers’ abilities to make changes in their own thinking and teaching. The process
supports informed teacher decision making” (p. 58).
All three coaching approaches embrace the following shared values: improvement
of professional practice, job-embedded, intensive and ongoing, grounded in partnership,
use of dialogue, nonevaluative environment, maintains confidentiality, and facilitated
through respectful communication (Knight, 2009). An extensive research of over 200
articles, presentations, reports, articles, and books on coaching was led by Cornett and
Knight in 2008, which largely comprised peer coaching, cognitive coaching, and
instructional coaching. It was generalized that by focusing on helping teachers
implement new practices, coaching does lead to implementation and has a positive
impact on teachers’ beliefs about their efficacy as teachers (Knight, 2009).
In Black’s 2012 mixed-methods study on the impact of coaching upon teacher
behavior and instructional quality, the findings revealed that teachers not only had a
stronger understanding of the strategies introduced during professional development
trainings but also were frequently using these strategies. The teachers in the study
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indicated a favorable response to coaching to improve their quality of classroom
instruction. The researcher concluded that coaching is an effective means to positively
alter teacher behavior and to facilitate change for the professional learning to the
classroom. Further, there were implications that the coaching process created
meaningful, collegial relationships as teachers felt supported by the coaches’ efforts
(Black, 2012). A qualitative study conducted by Carrera (2010) had similarly concluded
that the use of coaches with professional development trainings does have a positive
effect on teacher learning and motivation to implement new strategies.
In Batt’s 2010 study on the effects of coaching for implementation of SIOP, it
was determined that coaching led to high implementation among teachers. The study
included 55 elementary teachers teaching culturally and linguistically diverse students in
rural and metropolitan areas who had participated in SIOP trainings over the course of a
year. A control group of 15 of these teachers were selected to receive additional support
through cognitive coaching. Based upon surveys, quantitative analysis indicated teachers
who had participated in coaching reported a higher level of implementation than those
without coaching. In fact, all 15 teachers (100%) reported that they had implemented
SIOP into instruction to a great extent upon completion of the SIOP coaching process.
This finding was corroborated through observations using the SIOP protocol. Qualitative
analysis found that teachers reported that coaching led to the successes of narrowing the
gaps for ELLs, increased participation, deeper learning, engagement, responsibility, and
positive participation as well as increased teachers’ awareness of students’ needs (Batt,
2010).
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Further, the researchers suggested that coaching does offer a direct and significant
effect on teachers’ instruction. Batt (2010) stated, “Teachers attributed a shift in their
perception of English learners’ potential to cognitive coaching, and they raised their
expectations for their culturally diverse students” (p. 1005). Coaching within an SIOP
professional development program is emerging as a positive factor upon successful
implementation and student learning.
Research on Transfer Into Practice
According to Joyce and Showers (2002), effective professional development
should be measured by whether there has been transfer of knowledge into practice. Thus,
if the professional development activities have successfully resulted in the consistent and
appropriate application of new skills or strategies into teachers’ instructional practices,
then there has been a transfer of training (Joyce & Showers, 1988). In his book,
Designing Professional Development for Change, Bellanca (2009) maintained that
“Learning transfer, however, doesn’t come from happenstance” (p. 36). Instead, teachers
require professional development programs that offer opportunities to implement
concepts into daily practice. Consequently, Bellanca stated, when “the goal is the
transfer of learning into classroom practice, school districts get a far higher return on
their investment” (p. 36).
Stone’s (2002) 9-month ethnography to examine the transfer of learning from
professional development sessions into the practices of middle school classroom teachers
discovered the following eight conditions support transfer:


Administrative support and high expectations;



Teacher leaders serving as knowledgeable facilitators;
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School-wide focus and commitment to the task;



Group support and trust;



Awareness of transfer strategies;



Time to experiment with the new learning and strategies;



Perks are made available such as stipends; and



Honoring group and individual needs and values of the participants. (Stone,
2002, p. 137).

The researcher also identified four conditions that can impede teachers’ transfer
of knowledge and skills consistently into classroom practices. These conditions include
pacing that is too rapid for teachers, too much information being covered, inadequate
understanding of the peer observation process, and allowing for individual needs to
overshadow group needs (Stone, 2002).
Walker’s 2005 study on the degree of transfer among middle school teachers who
had attended district staff development trainings on Project Guided Language Acquisition
Design (GLAD) established that transfer increased as teachers progressed through the
various steps in the training, such as participating in demonstration lessons and attending
collaborative group meetings. The study uncovered that time constraints hindered full
implementation of the instructional model and strategies. Walker (2005) stated,
“Teachers are challenged by the time and effort it takes to incorporate a new idea or
strategy into their instruction. Teachers feel they are unable to implement fully the
complete model because of the time-intensive nature involved in the transfer” (p. 134). It
was suggested that building a professional development model that builds concepts over
time, allots for practice, and offers collaborative support would increase the degree of
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transfer. Similarly, Park’s 2008 study on the transfer into classroom practices indicated
that professional development that not only focused on information and theory but also
offered various stages of training such as modeling, demonstration lessons, and the
assistance of a coach would support application.
For Pettet’s 2013 study, the element of time was likewise a strong factor for
successfully transferring information and skills into practice. The perceptions of K-12
educators’ from among 18 Midwest school districts on the optimal professional
development forms at the school and district level revealed that allowing teachers more
time to work with their colleagues on data and instructional strategies was highest rated
(86%) for increasing implementation, followed by using a PLC model (85%); and finally,
attending conferences and workshops (84%) were rated as effective forms of professional
development. Pettet (2013) stated, “Teachers need time to experience, reflect, and be
active and engaged in the learning process” (p. 20).
In Vail’s 2011 study on science professional development experiences that
changed teachers’ practices, the most powerful experiences were reported as having a
focus upon teaching and learning including rigor of science content; providing relevant,
collaborative experiences; making connections with their own beliefs; and abiding over
an elongated episode of time. Vail (2011) asserted:
The process of professional learning is iterative, requiring long periods of time
over which to function. The respondents constantly reflect on their practice . . .
teachers learn where changes can be made to their practice in order to meet the
needs of their students. (p. 163)
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The results from Evans’ 2010 study on the transfer of high-yield strategies and
reading apprenticeship professional development trainings for middle school teachers
established that there was successful implementation into classroom instruction by the
majority of the teachers (63%) of at least one of the strategies. The primary reasons
reported by teachers for successful transfer to the classroom included hands-on activities,
handouts, support, teacher input, and teacher engagement. Additionally, recognizing that
lack of time to practice the strategies may hinder transfer of concepts to classroom
practice, Evans (2010) recommended that professional development programs supply
adequate time for teachers to collaborate, reflect, and discuss the new techniques and
approaches acquired during the professional development trainings.
Summary
The best practices for English language learners were identified, particularly
detailing the benefits of the sheltered instruction approach. An examination into SIOP
with the incorporation of cognitive coaching found this model to be an effective tool for
promoting sheltered instruction practices that teachers could positively implement into
their practices for all learners. There was an investigation of professional development
for teachers and its effect upon improving instructional practices and student learning
followed by an analysis of the effectiveness of coaching and its advantage for facilitating
effective professional development initiatives. The chapter concluded with an overview
of research on the transfer of information and strategies from professional development
trainings into teachers’ classroom practices.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Overview
The purpose of this study was to ascertain the degree of application that the
Learning First School District elementary school teachers’ transferred SIOP into their
instructional practices after participation in a districtwide Professional Learning Initiative
(PLI). This study utilized interviews and an open-ended survey question to explore
teachers’ perceptions concerning conditions that promoted or inhibited the understanding
and implementation of SIOP into their instructional practices. Further, the examination
into teachers’ perceptions and archival data provided insight into the effectiveness of
SIOP for increasing the academic achievement of Learning First School District’s K-5
elementary students.
This chapter depicts the methodology that was utilized for this study’s design.
The purpose of the study along with a description of the research questions and design
are explained. There is also a depiction and rationale for the population and target
participants selected for this study as well as the instrumentation, validity and reliability
of the instruments, data collection, and data analysis that were employed. Researcher
bias is defined, and the limitations of the study are investigated. The chapter concludes
with a summary.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to ascertain to what degree of application the K-5
elementary teachers in Learning First School District have transferred the eight
components of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol into their instructional
practices. In addition, it was the purpose of this study to determine which conditions
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supported and limited the teachers’ successful implementation of the SIOP professional
development trainings into daily classroom instruction, as perceived by teachers. Finally,
it was the purpose of this study to determine whether Learning First School District’s
professional development had an effect on student achievement, as perceived by teachers
and archival data.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided the study:
1. To what degree are the eight components of SIOP being transferred into K-5
Learning First School District elementary teachers’ instructional practices, as
perceived by teachers?
a) Lesson preparation
b) Building background
c) Comprehensible input
d) Strategies
e) Interaction
f) Practice and application
g) Lesson delivery
h) Review and assessment
2. What conditions support successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by
Learning First School District elementary teachers?
3. What conditions limit successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by Learning
First School District elementary teachers?
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4. What other recommendations and suggestions do the teachers believe would support
implementation of a successful professional development on SIOP?
5. What are the teachers’ perceptions on the implementation of SIOP as it relates to
increased student achievement within their classrooms?
6. What difference exists in student achievement prior to the implementation of SIOP
and following implementation of SIOP in Learning First School District elementary
education?
7. How do the perceptions of teachers regarding student achievement (RQ5) compare to
the actual data regarding student achievement (RQ6)?
Research Design
Creswell (2013) referred to research design as the process for how a study will be
conducted. The research design reveals the general plan for a study, including how the
research will be set up, the participants, and data collection. The deliberation of a study’s
research design is critical for understanding the limitations and cautions involved with
interpretation of the results and its influence upon how a researcher will analyze the data
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010).
This study utilized a descriptive research design to ascertain conditions that
supported or limited implementation into teachers’ classroom practices and the
effectiveness of the SIOP professional development program upon student learning.
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) referred to a descriptive design as delivering a
summary of a current phenomenon: “It assesses the nature of existing conditions [and is
often] limited to characterizing something as it is” (p. 22).
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Glatthorn and Joyner (2005) indicated that descriptive research will typically use
the methods of test measurement, interview, survey, and document analysis with survey
as the primary method. For this study, the research questions were addressed through a
descriptive mixed-methods data collection of a survey, focused group interviews and
individual interviews, and archival testing and attendance rate data. This study did not
employ direct manipulation of existing conditions but instead focused on characterizing
conditions that are important for implementation of SIOP, as perceived by teachers after
participating in a districtwide professional development initiative and its resulting effect
upon students’ academic achievement. Therefore, for this study, a descriptive research
design was selected.
A quantitative research approach, as explained by Creswell (2014), strives to test
theories by measuring variables and their relationship. The data rely on statistical
procedures to analyze numbered data. Creswell, in comparison, depicted qualitative
research as an approach that will investigate a social or human problem among
individuals or groups and strives to make sense of their assigned meaning. Qualitative
data collection along with the use of inductive and deductive data analysis will result in
the discovery of patterns or themes (Creswell, 2013). Using qualitative methods will
serve to add depth with profound attention to detail, context, and subtle differences
(Patton, 2002).
While quantitative research may be categorized as stressing objectivity,
qualitative research may be viewed as subjective and open to interpretation (Patten,
2012). Historically, the use of quantitative research dominated social sciences studies
from late 19th century through mid-20th century. During the late 20th century, a focus
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upon qualitative research emerged and resultantly, the development of mixed-methods
research (Creswell, 2014). Combining both approaches to supply a more complete
inquiry has become increasingly popular. Furthermore, McMillan and Schumacher
(2010) stated, “An important advantage of mixed-method studies is that they can show
the results (quantitative) and explain why it was obtained (qualitative)” (p. 25).
For this study, the mixed-methods design was used to incorporate both
quantitative and qualitative approaches and offer a more thorough comprehension of the
perceptions and effects of the use of SIOP for a districtwide professional development
initiative. Initially, quantitative data were collected through a survey and archival test
and attendance rates data. A collection of qualitative data which involved focus group
and individual interviews and an open-ended survey question ensued. Creswell (2014)
stated, “The core assumption of this form of inquiry is the combination of qualitative and
quantitative approaches provide a more complete understanding of a research problem
than either approach alone” (p. 4).
A survey was used to determine the degree that the eight SIOP components are
being transferred from the professional development trainings into teachers’ classroom
practices. Archival testing and attendance rates data identified the impact upon students’
academic achievement. The survey was administered electronically to the elementary K5 teachers within the Learning First School District. Following this, interviews were
conducted to elicit qualitative data as a means to divulge complex, detailed understanding
from the survey data. Interviews were administered randomly with small groups of
teacher volunteers. The interviews also offered in-depth description pertaining to the
teachers’ perceptions on increases in student learning.
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Population
The group in which a researcher is interested is referred to as a population (Patten,
2012). McMillan and Schumacher (2010) asserted that “a population is a group of
elements or cases, whether individuals, objects, or events, that conform to specific criteria
and to which we intend to generalize the results of the research” (p. 129). Though
utilizing an entire population to gather information would be ideal, Roberts (2010)
explained that this is usually not reasonable due to some groups of interest as being either
too large or too geographically distributed.
According to SIOP researcher, Dr. Jana Echevarria (personal communication,
August 16, 2014), over 400 districts in the United States, with Texas and California as the
largest users, have trained teachers on SIOP. Dr. Echevarria estimated that there are a
minimum of 100 school districts in California that have provided trainings to its teachers
on SIOP. These districts would have provided professional development for its teachers
on the SIOP model, which includes training on the eight SIOP components and 30
strategies.
In California, there are 1,044 school districts: 540 elementary, 80 high school, 338
unified, and 28 other (State Special School, SBE Charter, California Youth Authority,
etc.; Education Data Partnerships, 2014). For large populations, selecting a sample
representative of the total group is often more efficient rather than studying every
member of a target group. According to Patten (2012), “After drawing a sample,
researchers study it and then make inferences to the population. That is, researchers infer
that the characteristics of the sample probably are the characteristics of the population (p.
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45). The target population for this study includes all the districts in California that have
conducted professional development trainings on the SIOP model.
Similar to teachers in other districts who have been trained on SIOP, the Learning
First School District’s K-5 elementary teachers received professional development on
SIOP, including trainings on the eight components and 30 strategies. The following
tables contain data from the district used in this study and its county. They are compared
to the state of California regarding ethnicity of teaching staff (Table 1). The district and
county are coded as Learning First and county to preserve confidentiality (Education
Data Partnerships, 2014).

Table 1
District Teaching Staff by Ethnicity

Category

Learning
First
County
State

Number
Hispanic

Number
American
Indian or
Alaska
Native
not
Hispanic

Number
Asian
not
Hispanic

Number
Pacific
Islander
not
Hispanic

Number
Filipino
not
Hispanic

Number
African
American
not
Hispanic

Number
White
not
Hispanic

Number
two or
more
races
not
Hispanic

158

6

58

2

5

11

1,768

13

2,318

70

1,380

37

160

196

15,855

88

51,332

1,563

14,868

930

4,011

11,343

189,702

2,208

The following chart (Table 2) details enrollment of students by grade for the district and
its corresponding county that were chosen for the study (Education Data Partnerships,
2014).
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Table 2
District Enrollment by Grade

Category

K

Learning First
County
State

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

3,702

3,837

3,948

4,127

3,992

4,211

38,602

35,906

37,047

36,958

37,103

37,452

506,831

470,812

485,674

474,323

470,515

469,645

Finally, the following chart (Table 3) presents comparison of the district and county
concerning types of existing schools within each category (Education Data Partnerships,
2014).

Table 3
District Schools by Type

Category

Learning
First
County
State

Number
elementary
schools

Number
middle
schools

Number
junior
high
schools

Number
high
schools

Number
K-12
schools

Number
alternative
schools

Number
special
education
schools

Number
other
schools*

39

12

0

6

2

1

1

2

394

85

1

68

3

13

9

33

5,768

1,267

46

1,305

202

247

132

952

Note: *”Other” includes continuation, community day, opportunity, juvenile court, county community,
California Youth Authority, and state special schools.

In short, Tables 1-3 presented demographic information about the participants in
the study. The data depict the Learning First School District as representative of county
and state averages for ethnicity of teaching staff, enrollment for grades K-5, and school
types. These characteristics are commonly referred to when describing school districts
and counties in California.
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Sample
Given that it may be impractical to study every individual within a population,
researchers will often refer to a sample of their population for their study (Patten, 2012).
Thus, researchers will extract a group in which they are essentially interested. Patten
(2012) stated, “After drawing a sample, researchers study it and then make inferences to
the population. That is, researchers infer that the characteristics of the sample probably
are the characteristics of the population” (p. 45).
In this study, the sample included all 750 K-5 elementary teachers among
Learning First School District’s staff of 2,144 certificated teachers. The K-5 public
elementary teachers include general education and special education teachers who work
amid the 34 kindergarten through fifth-grade elementary schools and two kindergarten
through eighth-grade elementary schools in Learning First School District. Their main
responsibility is to educate the district’s 23,634 elementary students.
Since most research on SIOP has been extensively conducted at the secondary
levels of middle and high schools (Marrero-Colon, 2014), K-5 elementary teachers were
selected for this study to address the gap in research among primary grades. All of the K5 elementary teachers in the Learning First School District have been trained in a
districtwide professional development initiative on the SIOP model to close the gap for
English learners and struggling students. Over the course of 3 years, these teachers have
been provided with systematic training to utilize the SIOP components as an
organizational tool for high-quality instructional practices.
The first stage of data gathering included all 750 elementary teachers being
invited to participate in a voluntary survey via e-mail. The goal was for 450 participants
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(60%) to respond to the survey. The researcher received 120 responses, of which 101
responses were completed by K-5 teachers, a 13% response rate. All 101 responses were
included in the study. Following the survey, three focus group interviews and two
individual interviews were randomly conducted with teachers who had indicated on the
survey that they were willing to be interviewed for the study. Concurrently, archival data
were collected from the Learning First School District testing department. These tests
and attendance rates produced quantitative data on the impact of SIOP upon its
elementary students’ academic achievement.
The third stage of data gathering included collecting the perceptions of small
groups of teachers. From among the teachers who had agreed on their survey to be
interviewed, 12 elementary school teachers were randomly selected to participate in a
focus group. All of the invited teachers were contacted by e-mail to inform them of their
interview date and time. Out of these invited teachers, nine were willing to participate in
a focus group interview, two were willing to participate in individual interviews, and one
declined to participate.
The method used to establish participants for the interviews was purposive
criterion sampling. In purposive sampling, researchers seek individuals who will provide
rich sources of information about the topic of interest (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010).
According to Patten (2012), “When there are a number of criteria to be applied in the
selection of a sample, the sampling technique is more properly called purposive criterion
sampling” (p. 149). The identified teachers for the interviews were selected based upon
whether they met these criteria in their survey responses: (a) participated in Learning
First School District’s professional development trainings on SIOP, (b) had 3 years or
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more of teaching with SIOP strategies in their classrooms, (c) had at least 5 years of
teaching experience, and (d) was a highly qualified teacher as defined by NCLB. Once
teachers were identified who met these criteria, their names were randomly chosen to
participate in the interviews.
For this mixed-methods study, the interviews served as a form of qualitative data
collection. Qualitative research is typically interested in researching a problem that exists
in a specific location or institution (Patten, 2014). In comparison to quantitative research,
Patten (2014) explained that qualitative research generally uses few participants due to
the reasons of more expenses and length of time required for this type of data collection.
Thus, using fewer participants for the interviews, based on the probability that these
teachers would be able to provide in-depth information, served to add profound
understanding on the teachers’ perceptions related to the use of SIOP for a districtwide
professional development initiative.
Appropriate measures were taken to ensure confidentiality was maintained. No
names or personal identifying information were utilized during the interviews. Prior to
any data collection, this research was approved by Brandman University’s Institutional
Review Board (BUIRB).
Instrumentation
According to McMillan and Schumacher (2010), descriptive research simply
serves to “summarize the current or past status of something [and] reports things the way
they are or were” (p. 217). For this study on Learning First School District’s use of SIOP
as a professional development initiative, there were predominately three methods for
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gathering data that included surveys, review of archival testing and attendance rate data,
and interviews.
Surveys
Surveys, a common, frequently used method for collecting information, are used
often in a variety of arenas including education because accurate data may “be obtained
for large numbers of people with a small sample” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p.
235). An additional advantage is that surveys may describe data on a population without
significant swelling of costs or time. The Project GLAD training model survey 20042005 by Walker (2005) was selected and adopted for this study as the method to uncover
the teachers’ degree of application of the SIOP components and strategies into their
instructional practices after completion of the 3-year PLI.
The Project GLAD training model survey was developed by its author to measure
the outcomes of a Project GLAD training model on middle school teachers and their
capacity to apply the instructional model and strategies from the staff development
program into their own classroom practice (Walker, 2005). With permission obtained by
the author (Appendix B), Maria Christina Barrosa Walker, EdD, to use this instrument in
the study, the survey was adapted to measure the degree of application that the Learning
First School District’s elementary school teachers are transferring the SIOP components
into their instructional practices (see Appendix B) and was field-tested by the researcher.
The survey began with questions related to teaching experience and participation
in SIOP trainings (see Appendix C). The next section included questions related to the
eight components and 30 strategies of SIOP. A five-point Likert scale was used for each
item, with anchors at 1 representing full application, 3 representing average degree of
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application, and 5 representing no application. The survey concluded with an openended question for teachers to include overall recommendations related to improving the
training and follow-up support for applying the SIOP components and strategies into
instructional practices. This instrument allowed for the teachers’ perceptions to be
statistically examined in relation to the degrees of application of the SIOP strategies for
successful implementation into classroom instructional practices and provided in-depth
knowledge on the teachers’ recommendations for improving the SIOP trainings.
Archival Data
Collecting archival records such as students’ achievement scores is a
noninteractive strategy which may be used to produce statistical data (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). For this study, Learning First School District testing data were
collected from the school year prior to SIOP trainings (2009-2010 school year) and
following SIOP trainings (2013-2014 school year) for elementary students. Results from
the following tests were examined: California Standards Tests (CSTs), California English
Language Development Test (CELDT), Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy
Skills (DIBELS). Additionally, attendance rates from prior to the SIOP training school
year (2009-2010) and following the SIOP training school year (2013-2014) were
examined.
The archival assessment data, which are public record and accessible online,
along with the district’s database on attendance rates, were requested and collected from
the district’s testing and research director (see Appendix D). The data received for this
study did not involve individual names of either students or teachers and thus, this
anonymity maintained minimal risk for the subjects. These data were analyzed to

60

determine the effectiveness of the SIOP professional development program upon
academic achievement.
Interviews
Interviews act to distinguish what is in as well on a participant’s mind (Patton,
2002). Further, qualitative interviews may be conducted with a representative subset in
order to supplement the statistical data generated from surveys and provide explanations
for the survey findings (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Structured, open-ended
interviews with three small groups of three to four teachers in each focus group and two
individual teachers served as follow-up to further explore conditions related to the
implementation of the SIOP model that may be supporting or limiting its use as well as
teachers’ perceptions on its effectiveness for increasing student learning.
The interview questions for this study were designed from the W.K. Kellogg
Foundation (1998) Evaluation Handbook for conducting program evaluations and
Patton’s (2002) six kinds of interviews and wording of questions that build a sense of
rapport and neutrality. Ten questions were used during the structured interviews (see
Appendix E). All of the interviews were digitally audio recorded and transcribed as a
means to enhance the results obtained from the survey.
Instrument Validity and Reliability
For this study, the three methods of surveys, review of archival data, and focus
group interviews and individual interviews were used. For a researcher, the validity of
the study’s instruments is critical. Validity refers to the degree that an instrument
measures what it is accurately designed to measure (Patten, 2012; Roberts, 2010).
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Roberts (2010) further explained, “In other words, can you trust that findings from your
instrument are true?” (p. 151).
While surveys are common and versatile for investigating almost any problem or
question, McMillan and Schumacher (2010) stated, “It is critical to pilot test both the
instructions and the survey before distributing them to the identified sample” (p. 237).
Validity of the content can be determined through having experts examine and judge the
questions to establish that the instrument actually matches its objectives. Patten (2012)
portrayed reliability as test results that are consistently produced; and furthermore,
measures that are useful are both reasonably valid and reasonably reliable.
The survey for this study was pilot tested by a panel of experts. The panel of
experts consisted of Learning First School District’s assistant superintendent of
education, curriculum and instructional support director, and two teachers on special
assignment who have conducted SIOP trainings for the district’s PLI. The panel
reviewed the SIOP survey to determine whether the context of the survey provided
accurate information on the effectiveness of the SIOP trainings, including determining
whether the instructions were understandable, if there were irrelevant questions,
length, etc. Feedback from the panel was used to make adjustments to the survey (see
Appendix F).
For this study, qualitative interview questions were created by the researcher (see
Appendix E). Validity, in qualitative studies, serves to identify whether the researcher is
truly interpreting the data accurately and is often achieved through a combination of
strategies (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). The improvement of interview questions
and procedures through pilot testing is an essential step in the data collection process (see
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Appendix G; Creswell, 2013). Accordingly, revisions of an instrument created by the
researcher are critical for incorporating the various recommendations from the field-test
respondents (Roberts, 2010). This study’s interview questions were piloted with a small
group of three elementary teachers and one teacher on special assignment who has
conducted district SIOP trainings. Feedback from the pilot test was used to improve the
questions.
Each interview was digitally audio recorded and transcribed. An independent
person with a doctoral degree in educational leadership and qualitative analysis
experience checked for accuracy from a sample transcription to substantiate the quality of
the data. Patten (2012) stated, “If the sample is satisfactory, it may be assumed that the
entire transcription is accurate” (p. 157).
Another technique to establish dependability and trustworthiness of the
information from the qualitative interviews was the triangulation of the data. By utilizing
surveys, focus group interviews, and individual interviews with teachers for their
perceptions on SIOP as a professional development initiative, methods triangulation was
applied. The use of various methods provided a more expansive understanding of the
data that were produced from the teachers.
Data Collection
Prior to commencement of data collection, approval to conduct the study was
requested from the Brandman Institutional Review Board (BUIRB). Due to minimal
risk associated with the topic and data collection technique and all of the participants
were over the age of 18, an expedited review BUIRB application was approved.
Data collection did not begin until after approval was received from the BUIRB (see
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Appendix H). Data collection began in mid-March 2015. Surveys were conducted over a
3-week period with elementary school teachers from Grades K-5 who were willing to
participate in the online questionnaire. Each of the 750 elementary school teachers
received an e-mail that explained that the study was voluntary, and they were asked to
take the 5-minute online survey at an enclosed Survey Monkey link (see Appendix I). A
description of the study and its purpose along with a copy of the Participant’s Research
Bill of Rights were included with the survey invite (see Appendix J).
Participants were informed that their participation in the electronic survey was
voluntary and all responses were anonymous and confidential and would not be disclosed
or used for any other purposes. Personal information including participant’s name,
school, or district would not be included in the report. Only after participants accepted
the survey’s informed consent were they able to proceed beyond the first page of the
survey (see Appendices K and L).
E-mails were also sent to the principals of the Learning First School District
elementary schools with a request to forward the initial survey invite e-mail to their
teachers. Principals were then asked to send a follow-up e-mail to their teachers 10 days
after the initial survey e-mail to increase participation rate. The survey closed mid-April,
3 weeks after the original survey invite e-mail.
The collection of archival data included four measurements, beginning with
results from the 2010 and 2013 CSTs in English language arts and math for Grades 2-5.
This test was mandated by the state of California to be administered in the spring of each
year as a summative exam and provides the percentage of proficient students at or above
proficient. The results from the 2010 and 2014 CELDT were collected. CELDT
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generates the percentage of ELL proficient students at the early advanced or advanced
performance levels of English proficiency on the overall test in listening, speaking,
reading, and writing and is administered once a year at the beginning of each school year
for Grades K-5.
DIBELS is a district common assessment that teachers administered to
kindergarten, first-grade, and second-grade students in the Learning First School District
for the 2009-2010 through 2011-2012 school years. The DIBELS test identifies the
percentage of proficient students at strategic or core levels for end of the year grade-level
expectations. The results from spring 2010 and 2012 DIBELS tests for grades K-2 were
collected. Finally, the district’s attendance rates for grades K-5 that depict the percentage
of students who are actively in attendance at their school site were collected for the
following school years of 2009-2010 and 2013-2014.
The next phase of data collection involved randomly selecting 12 teachers from
the survey who had selected the “yes” option on question 35 to indicate that they were
willing to participate in a follow-up interview. The 12 teachers were randomly selected
for a small group interview based on whether they had indicated their consent for an
interview on the survey and had met the four established criteria: (a) participated in
Learning First School District’s professional development trainings on SIOP, (b) had 3
years or more of teaching with SIOP strategies in their classrooms, (c) had at least 5 years
of teaching experience, and (d) was a highly qualified teacher as defined by NCLB.
Of the 12 invitees, 11 agreed to participate in an interview. Based upon teachers’
availability, three small groups were formed: one small group of four teachers, a second
small group of three teachers, and a third small group of two teachers. Due to two
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teachers being unable to attend the dates offered for the focus group interviews, they
participated in individual interviews. Each of the interviews lasted approximately 30 to
60 minutes in length. Each participant was asked to sign an informed consent to
participate in the interview and was informed that the interview would be digitally audio
recorded, handwritten notes would be taken, and they could withdraw at any time from
the study. It was explained that confidentiality of participants’ personal information
would be maintained and destroyed at the end of the study.
Data Analysis
The combination of both quantitative and qualitative methods used in research
will generate a mixed-methods research design and elicit a more complete investigation
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). In this research, a mixed-methods concurrent
triangulation design was used to gather both quantitative and qualitative data. In this type
of design, McMillan and Schumacher stated, “The researcher simultaneously gathers both
quantitative and qualitative data, merges them both using quantitative and qualitative data
analysis methods, and then interprets the results together to provide a better
understanding of a phenomenon of interest” (p. 403).
Quantitative
The first stage of analysis was quantitative based upon the data collected from the
surveys. McMillan and Schumacher stated, “Surveys are also efficient because data on
many variables can be gathered without substantial increases in time or cost. Also, small
samples can be selected from larger populations in ways that permit generalizations to the
population” (p. 236). The data collected from Survey Monkey were exported to a
statistical expert for analysis. The mean was determined for each survey question
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assigned to the elementary teachers. According to Patten (2012), “The most frequently
used average is the mean, which is the balance point in a distribution” (p. 117).
Calculating the mean scores is commonly reported in quantitative research (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010).
Additionally, in order to procure a more thorough investigation into the survey
responses, a second statistical measure of standard deviation was calculated. The
standard deviation describes the variability in scores (Patten, 2012). According to
McMillan & Schumacher (2010),
[The standard deviation] tells us, in other words, about the distance, on the
average, of the scores from the mean [and thus,] for any set of scores, then, a
standard deviation can be computed that will be unique to the distribution and
indicate the amount, on the average, that the set of scores deviates from the mean.
(p. 161)
To determine internal consistency, the Cronbach’s alpha method was calculated.
This type of reliability is often used when answers are measured by a scale such as levels
of agreement. Positive values of α are used, and an alpha coefficient ranges in value
from 0 to 1 and may be used to describe the reliability of factors extracted from
dichotomous (that is, questions with two possible answers) and/or multipoint formatted
questionnaires or scales (i.e., rating scale: 1 = poor, 5 = excellent). In educational
research, the Cronbach’s alpha is the most common type of reliability reported
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Alpha coefficients were reported for each of the eight
components of SIOP and for the total score.
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The archival data yielded additional quantitative knowledge, regarding whether
there have been improvements in student learning. A test for proportion was utilized to
compare for the test scores and attendance rates of Learning First School District’s
elementary students prior and following the teachers’ participation in the SIOP
professional development trainings. This statistical test is often used to compare rates
between two independent populations (New Mexico Department of Health, 2015) and
was used to determine whether the difference in rates is greater than the critical
difference and determine if the difference is statistically significant. To determine the
level of significance of the results, a formula was used to obtain the z value from the test
for proportion which was then used to determine the appropriate p value from a z
distribution for a two-tailed test. Given that using the p value of .05 or .10 is generally
accepted for identifying level of significance (Patten, 2012), the p value of .05 was used
to establish level of statistical significance.
Qualitative
For the second stage of analysis, the qualitative segment, teacher interviews
predominantly constituted the data analysis. Interviews were conducted with three sets of
focus group interviews and two individual interviews. Creswell (2013) stated,
“Qualitative researchers have underscored the importance of not only understanding the
beliefs and theories that inform our research but also actively writing about them in our
reports and studies” (p. 15).
Qualitative interviews assume that the perspective of others is relevant,
knowledgeable, and possible to be made precise by asking questions. According to
Patton (2002), there are four major reasons for using standardized open-ended interviews:

68

(a) The exact instrument used in the evaluation is available for inspection by those who
will use the findings of the study; (b) Variation among interviewers can be minimized
where a number of different interviews must be used; (c) The interview is highly focused
so that interview time is used efficiently; and (d) Analysis is facilitated by making
responses easy to find and compare. Patton stated, “It may only be possible to interview
participants once for a short, fixed time, such as a half hour, so highly focused questions
serve to establish priorities for the interview” (p. 346).
All interviews were digitally audio recorded and transcribed in entirety. Each set
of transcribed interviews was checked for accuracy by an independent individual. Patten
(2012) stated, “Sometimes transcription is challenging because of technical difficulties or
participants not speaking distinctly. In addition, transcribers sometimes make clerical
errors” (p. 157).
These five sets of transcripts were read through several times. The transcribed
responses from the interviews were scanned to determine which words and phrases
appeared to be emerging. Notation with insights and comments were added to each
transcript to assist with finding themes. Open coding was used to form code data into
similar categories. A table was then created to capture the emerging themes and
recurring patterns found in each interview. For each of the five tables, research memoing
was used throughout the coding process to log the researchers’ thoughts and insights.
A secondary form of qualitative analysis involved the comments provided by
teachers to Survey Question 31, which solicited overall recommendations that the
teachers may have for improving the district’s SIOP trainings and follow-up for teachers.
These comments were analyzed for descriptive purposes through the means of

69

repetitively reading through the transcription and using open coding to form code data
into similar categories. A table was established to list the emerging themes and patterns.
Research memoing captured the researchers’ insights and thoughts during the coding
process.
The six open coding tables generated from the transcriptions of the interviews and
survey comments were provided to a qualitative data analyst to perform axial coding and
thematic analysis using the ATLAS.ti software. Coding reports were generated to
identify additional relationships and further refine the themes identified from the data. A
peer review was conducted for the resulting qualitative data and conclusions. Feedback
and recommendations from the peer review was used to revise the conclusions. The
analysis concluded with a report being written to address the themes and concepts which
answer the research questions for the study.
Researcher Bias
The researcher currently has 18 years of experience in the education field. She
has worked mainly at Title I elementary schools with experiences in various positions
including instructional aide, substitute teacher, bilingual teacher, sheltered instruction
teacher, elementary teacher on special assignment, assistant principal, and principal. She
has a Master of Arts degree in Interdisciplinary Studies with an emphasis in language,
literacy, and learning, a Tier II Administrative Services Credential, and is currently
completing her educational doctoral program in Organizational Leadership.
During these experiences, the researcher has had the opportunity to view SIOP
being implemented at her current elementary school and attend the district’s SIOP PLI
trainings. She has first-hand experience with the materials and handouts provided to
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teachers during the trainings. During the survey, teachers at the researcher’s current
school site were told beforehand that the survey was for their principal’s study. During
the interviews, it was explained to the participants that information would be kept
confidential.
Utilizing a mixed-methods research design that relies on surveys, interviews, and
archival data allowed for triangulation. Studies that employ multiple methods with
different types of data supply cross-data validity checks (Patton, 2002). Peer examination
of initial findings was also used for analyzing findings and to support triangulation.
Limitations
The purpose for this study was to determine to what degree of application the
teachers have transferred the SIOP components into their instructional practice after
participating in a districtwide professional development initiative, as perceived by
teachers. Moreover, it was the purpose of this study to identify and describe the
conditions that hindered and supported the use of SIOP into the classroom practices of K5 elementary teachers. Lastly, the purpose of the study was to discover the impact of
using SIOP as a districtwide professional initiative upon student achievement, as
perceived by teachers and archival data.
This mixed-methods study was conducted with a representative population of
elementary teachers from a large, urban school district. The survey was sent via e-mail to
all of the K-5 elementary school teachers in the Learning First School District. Due to
the numerous districts in the state that are using SIOP and the difficulty with sampling
the entire population, this study was limited to teachers in one large, urban district.
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All studies will contain limitations, and yet it is essential that these limitations are
disclosed in an open and honest fashion. Roberts (2010) defined limitations as
“particular features of your study that you know may negatively affect the result or your
ability to generalize. Limitations are usually areas over which you have no control” (p.
162).
Utilizing self-reporting surveys and an open-ended interview approach for this
study may have limited the accuracy of the teachers’ perceptions on SIOP. There may be
other factors such as a change in school assignments during the 3-year training phase or
increase in class sizes that may affect their opinions on the conditions that support and
limit successful implementation. It is presumed that the teachers offered genuine
responses and comments on the survey and interviews as well as presented experiences
that are accurate reflections of the impact of the SIOP professional development trainings
on their instructional practices and student achievement.
Summary
The intent of this chapter was to define the research methodology and analysis
that were employed for this mixed-methods study. The study was guided by the research
questions of whether an SIOP professional development program has had significance on
the teachers’ degree of transfer to their instructional practices and student achievement as
well as describing the conditions that supported and limited its successful
implementation. Data collection included surveys, focus group and individual
interviews, and archival data. Validity and reliability of the study’s survey and interview
instruments were supported with field-testing.
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Data analysis investigated and determined themes, patterns, and insights into the
research questions, which were checked for accuracy through peer review. Finally,
researcher bias and limitations were examined to support quality control for this research
study on the use of SIOP for Learning First School District’s PLI. Findings from all of
the data sources are presented in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
In the field of education, the advent of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS)
is causing a major reform in what is taught to students. According to Conley (2011),
The ideal result of standards implementation will be to move classroom teaching
away from a focus on worksheets, drill-and memorize activities, and elaborate
test-coaching programs, and toward an engaging challenging curriculum that
supports content acquisition through a range of instructional modes and
techniques, including many that develop student cognitive strategies. (p. 17)
Yet there remains much debate over which instructional practices are the most effective
for teachers to be trained in to increase student achievement (Wilson, 2011). With the
intent to close the achievement gap for all of its diverse learners and train teachers to
provide quality first instruction, the Learning First School District adopted the
components and features of the SIOP model along with coaching to design a professional
development initiative for its educators. SIOP in conjunction with coaching is a tool that
offers districts research-based strategies to enhance their instructional practices and
magnify student achievement (Echevarria et al., 2011).
Overview
Chapter IV commences with restating the purpose of the study followed by
identifying the research questions that guided the methodology and data collection for
this mixed-methods study. The population and sample are described to explicate their
significance to this study. Subsequently, the chapter presents a detailed report of the data
and findings of the research study.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to ascertain to what degree of application the K-5
elementary teachers in Learning First School District have transferred the eight
components of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol into their instructional
practices. In addition, it was the purpose of this study to determine which conditions
supported and limited the teachers’ successful implementation of the SIOP professional
development trainings into daily classroom instruction, as perceived by teachers. Finally,
it was the purpose of this study to determine whether Learning First School District’s
professional development had an effect on student achievement, as perceived by teachers
and archival data.
Research Questions
1. To what degree are the eight components of SIOP being transferred into K-5
Learning First School District elementary teachers’ instructional practices, as
perceived by teachers?
a) Lesson preparation
b) Building background
c) Comprehensible input
d) Strategies
e) Interaction
f) Practice and application
g) Lesson delivery
h) Review and assessment
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2. What conditions support successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by
Learning First School District elementary teachers?
3. What conditions limit successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by Learning
First School District elementary teachers?
4. What other recommendations and suggestions do the teachers believe would support
implementation of a successful professional development on SIOP?
5. What are the teachers’ perceptions on the implementation of SIOP as it relates to
increased student achievement within their classrooms?
6. What difference exists in student achievement prior to the implementation of SIOP
and following implementation of SIOP in Learning First School District elementary
education?
7. How do the perceptions of teachers regarding student achievement (RQ5) compare to
the actual data regarding student achievement (RQ6)?
Methodology
This study applied a mixed-methods research design which incorporated both
quantitative and qualitative approaches to describe conditions which supported or limited
implementation into teachers’ classroom practices and the effectiveness of the SIOP
professional development program upon student learning. The benefits of mixedmethods studies are that they can show the results as well as explain why these results
were obtained (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Quantitative data were collected
through an electronic survey to determine the degree of transfer of the eight components
of SIOP into teachers’ instructional practices. Archival testing data and attendance rate
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data produced quantitative data on the impact of SIOP upon its elementary students’
academic achievement.
Qualitative interviews were collected from interviews conducted with 11 teachers
(three focus groups and two individual interviews) about their perceptions of the impact
of SIOP upon student achievement as well as the conditions that hindered and supported
the use of SIOP into classroom instructional practices. Additional qualitative data were
generated from an open-ended survey question included in the survey seeking teachers’
overall recommendations for improving the SIOP trainings.
Population
The accessible population for this study included all elementary teachers working
in the Learning First School District. Learning First is a public school district located in
Southern California. Learning First is comprised of 56 elementary schools, of which 54
constitute K-5 schools and two are K-8 schools.
Sample
The sample for this study included 750 elementary teachers working in the
Learning First School District, including general education and special education teachers
located at the district’s K-5 and K-8 schools. With the goal for 60% response to the
survey, the survey was sent electronically to the population of 750 elementary teachers;
120 teachers responded to the survey, with 101 responses completed by K-5 teachers, a
13% response rate. Though this sample was lower than anticipated, Patten stated that
“researchers can obtain accurate results from a small sample” (p. 57). All 101 responses
were included in the study. All of the participants received electronic copies of the
informed consent for the study and the Participant’s Bill of Rights.
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Additionally, the researcher randomly conducted interviews (focus group and
individual interviews) with teachers who consented to being interviewed on the electronic
survey and who met the established criteria. A total of 11 teachers participated in 30- to
60- minute interviews. Three focus groups interviews comprised of two to four teachers
were conducted as well as two individual interviews. Interviewees were informed that
they would be digitally audio recorded and signed an informed consent form.
Demographic Data
The survey captured minimal demographical data on the sample population.
There were four demographic questions involving identifying teachers’ current grade
level assignments, years of experience, whether they had participated in the Learning
First School District’s SIOP trainings, and years of using SIOP. Table 4 displays the
frequency counts for these select variables.

Table 4
Frequency Counts for Selected Variables Regarding Teaching Experience

Variable

Category

n

%

Grade level
K-5

101

100.0

0-2

1

1.0

Years of teaching
3-5

2

2.0

6 or more years

98

97.0

Yes

95

94.1

No

6

5.9

0-2

18

17.8

3-5

61

60.4

6 or more years

22

21.8

Participated in district SIOP training

Years using SIOP strategies in classroom

a

Note. n = 101; a Years using SIOP: Mdn = 4 years.
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All of the teachers in the study were teaching in Grades K-5 (100%). The
majority of the teachers had been teaching for 6 years or more (97.0%). Almost all
teachers had participated in the SIOP training (94.1%), and most of them (82.2%) had
used their SIOP training in their classrooms for at least 3 years.
Presentation and Analysis of Data
Analysis of the research data is presented in the following sections. Data analysis
from both descriptive statistics and qualitative data are outlined, in both table and
narrative format. The data analysis section is organized in consecutive order according to
the seven research questions that guided this study and concludes with a summary of the
findings.
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 was, “To what degree are the eight components of SIOP
being transferred into K-5 Learning First School District elementary teachers’
instructional practices, as perceived by teachers?”
a) Lesson preparation
b) Building background
c) Comprehensible input
d) Strategies
e) Interaction
f) Practice and application
g) Lesson delivery
h) Review and assessment
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To answer this first question, quantitative data collected from the survey
responses were analyzed. Table 5 displays the psychometric characteristics for the nine
aggregated scale scores.

Table 5
Psychometric Characteristics for Aggregated Scale Scores
Number
of items

M

SD

Low

High

α

Lesson preparation

6

1.92

0.62

1.00

5.00

.82

Building background

3

1.67

0.61

1.00

5.00

.78

Comprehensible input

3

1.59

0.64

1.00

5.00

.74

Strategies

3

1.78

0.72

1.00

5.00

.82

Interaction

4

2.06

0.71

1.00

5.00

.69

Practice and application

3

1.97

0.66

1.00

5.00

.67

Lesson delivery

4

1.93

0.66

1.00

5.00

.83

Review and assessment

4

1.85

0.66

1.00

5.00

.82

30

1.86

0.55

1.00

5.00

.95

Element

Total score

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.

These ratings were based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no
application. The component with fullest application was comprehensible input, while the
element with the least full application was interaction. When the scores of all eight
components were combined together, the M = 1.86 and the SD = .55. The Cronbach
alpha reliability coefficients for the nine scales ranged in size from α = .67 to α = .95 with
the median alpha being α = .82. This suggested that all scales had adequate levels of
internal reliability (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Tables 6 through 13 display the
mean and standard deviation for the strategies within each of the eight components of
SIOP.
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Lesson preparation. Table 6 displays the ratings for the six lesson preparation
items sorted by ascending mean ratings. These ratings were given using a five-point
metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application. The most favorable rating was for Item
9, “I adapt content for all levels of student proficiency (e.g., use of graphic organizers,
study guides, etc.).” The least favorable rating was for Item 6, “I define language
objectives.”

Table 6
Ratings of Lesson Preparation Items Sorted by Ascending Mean
Item

M

SD

9. I adapt content for all levels of student proficiency (e.g., use of graphic
organizers, study guides, etc.)

1.55

0.75

7. I use content concepts that are appropriate for age and educational background
of students

1.57

0.75

8. I use supplementary materials to make lessons clear and meaningful

1.65

0.79

1.80

0.88

5. I define content objectives

2.39

0.92

6. I define language objectives

2.56

1.04

10. I integrate meaningful activities (e.g., letter writing, making models, games, etc.)
into lesson concepts with language practice opportunities

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.

Building background. Table 7 displays the ratings for the three building
background items sorted by ascending mean ratings. These ratings were given using a
five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application. The most favorable rating
was for Item 12, “I make clear links between students’ past learning and new concepts.”
The least favorable rating was for Item 13, “I emphasize key vocabulary.”
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Table 7
Ratings of Building Background Items Sorted by Ascending Mean
Item

M

SD

12. I make clear links between students' past learning and new concepts

1.60

0.68

11. I link concepts to students' background experience

1.63

0.73

13. I emphasize key vocabulary

1.76

0.78

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.

Comprehensible input. Table 8 displays the ratings for the three comprehension
input items sorted by ascending mean ratings. These ratings were given using a fivepoint metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application. The most favorable rating was
for Item 15, “I clearly explain academic tasks.” The least favorable rating was for Item
14, “I speak appropriately to accommodate students’ proficiency level.”

Table 8
Ratings of Comprehensible Input Items Sorted by Ascending Mean
Item

M

SD

15. I clearly explain academic tasks

1.57

0.75

16. I use a variety of techniques to make content concepts clear (e.g., modeling,
hands-on materials, demos, etc.)

1.57

0.79

14. I speak appropriately to accommodate students' proficiency level

1.61

0.81

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.

Strategies. Table 9 displays the ratings for the three strategies items sorted by
ascending mean ratings. These ratings were given using a five-point metric: 1 = full
application to 5 = no application. The most favorable rating was for Item 17, “I provide
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ample opportunities to use strategies (e.g., Thinking Maps, reciprocal teaching, repeated
readings, etc.).” The least favorable rating was for Item 19, “I employ a variety of
questions throughout the lesson that promote higher order thinking skills.”

Table 9
Ratings of Strategies Items Sorted by Ascending Mean
Item

M

SD

17. I provide ample opportunities for students to use strategies (e.g., Thinking Maps,
reciprocal teaching, repeated readings, etc.)

1.67

0.84

18. I consistently use scaffolding techniques throughout the lesson (e.g., thinkalouds, partnering, etc.)

1.76

0.84

19. I employ a variety of questions throughout the lesson that promote higher order
thinking skills

1.91

0.85

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.

Interaction. Table 10 displays the ratings for the four interaction items sorted by
ascending mean ratings. These ratings were given using a five-point metric: 1 = full
application to 5 = no application. The most favorable rating was Item 20, “I provide
frequent opportunities for interaction and discussion.” The least favorable rating was
Item 23, “I give ample opportunities for clarification for concepts in students' first
language (e.g., native language materials, notes by students, etc.).”
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Table 10
Ratings of Interactions Items Sorted by Ascending Mean
Item

M

SD

20. I provide frequent opportunities for interaction and discussion

1.79

0.91

22. I consistently afford sufficient wait time for student response

1.85

0.78

21. I group students to support language and content objectives (e.g., teams, pairs,
triads, etc.)

2.02

0.98

23. I give ample opportunities for clarification for concepts in students' first
language (e.g., native language materials, notes by students, etc.)

2.58

1.21

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.

Practice and application. Table 11 displays the ratings for the three practice and
application items sorted by ascending mean ratings. These ratings were given using a
five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application. The most favorable rating
was for Item 26, “I integrate all language skills into the lesson (listening, speaking,
reading, writing).” The least favorable rating was for Item 25, “I provide opportunities
for students to apply content/language knowledge (e.g., allowing students to work in
partners before working alone).”

Table 11
Ratings of Practice and Application Items Sorted by Ascending Mean
Item

M

SD

26. I integrate all language skills into the lesson (listening, speaking, reading,
writing)
24. I supply hands-on materials and/or manipulatives for students to practice
concepts

1.83

0.83

1.99

0.89

25. I provide opportunities for students to apply content/language knowledge (e.g.,
allowing students to work in partners before working alone)

2.10

0.85

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.
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Lesson delivery. Table 12 displays the ratings for the four lesson delivery items
sorted by ascending mean ratings. These ratings were given using a five-point metric: 1
= full application to 5 = no application. The most favorable rating was for Item 30, “I
appropriately pace the lesson to students’ ability level.” The least favorable rating was
for Item 29, “I engage students 90-100% of the lesson (e.g., less ‘teacher talk,’ no ‘downtime,’ working in small groups, etc.).”

Table 12
Ratings of Lesson Delivery Items Sorted by Ascending Mean
Item

M

SD

30. I appropriately pace the lesson to students' ability level

1.76

0.75

27. I clearly support content objectives through lesson delivery

1.86

0.80

28. I clearly support language objectives through lesson delivery

2.00

0.84

29. I engage students 90-100% of the lesson (e.g., less “teacher talk,” no “downtime,” working in small groups, etc.)

2.08

0.86

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.

Review and assessment. Table 13 displays the ratings for the four review and
assessment items sorted by ascending mean ratings. These ratings were given using a
five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application. The most favorable rating
was for Item 34, “I assess student comprehension and learning throughout the lesson
(e.g., quick reviews, thumbs up-down, small dry-erase boards, etc.).” The least favorable
rating was for Item 31, “I provide comprehensive review of key vocabulary (e.g., teach,
review, assess; content word wall; etc.).”
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Table 13
Ratings of Review and Assessment Items Sorted by Ascending Mean
Item

M

SD

34. I assess student comprehension and learning throughout the lesson (e.g., quick
reviews, thumbs up-down, small dry-erase boards, etc.)

1.59

0.78

33. I provide regular feedback to students on their output

1.82

0.75

32. I supply comprehensive review of key content concepts (e.g., use graphic
organizers as review)

1.94

0.85

31. I provide comprehensive review of key vocabulary (e.g., teach, review, assess;
content word wall; etc.)

2.05

0.89

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.

All 30 items. Table 14 displays the ratings for all 30 items sorted by ascending
mean ratings. These ratings were given using a five-point metric: 1 = full application to
5 = no application. The most favorable rating was for Item 9, “I adapt content for all
levels of student proficiency (e.g., use of graphic organizers, study guides, etc.).” The
least favorable rating was for Item 23, “I give ample opportunities for clarification for
concepts in students' first language (e.g., native language materials, notes by students,
etc.).”
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Table 14
Ratings of All Items Sorted by Ascending Mean
Item

M

SD

1.55

0.75

1.57

0.75

15. I clearly explain academic tasks

1.57

0.75

16. I use a variety of techniques to make content concepts clear (e.g., modeling,
hands-on materials, demos, etc.)

1.57

0.79

34. I assess student comprehension and learning throughout the lesson (e.g., quick
reviews, thumbs up-down, small dry-erase boards, etc.)

1.59

0.78

12. I make clear links between students' past learning and new concepts

1.60

0.68

14. I speak appropriately to accommodate students' proficiency level

1.61

0.81

11. I link concepts to students' background experience

1.63

0.73

1.65

0.79

17. I provide ample opportunities for students to use strategies (e.g., Thinking Maps,
reciprocal teaching, repeated readings, etc.)

1.67

0.84

13. I emphasize key vocabulary

1.76

0.78

18. I consistently use scaffolding techniques throughout the lesson (e.g., thinkalouds, partnering, etc.)

1.76

0.84

30. I appropriately pace the lesson to students' ability level

1.76

0.75

20. I provide frequent opportunities for interaction and discussion

1.79

0.91

10. I integrate meaningful activities (e.g., letter writing, making models, games, etc.)
into lesson concepts with language practice opportunities

1.80

0.88

33. I provide regular feedback to students on their output

1.82

0.75

26. I integrate all language skills into the lesson (listening, speaking, reading,
writing)

1.83

0.83

22. I consistently afford sufficient wait time for student response

1.85

0.78

27. I clearly support content objectives through lesson delivery

1.86

0.80

19. I employ a variety of questions throughout the lesson that promote higher order
thinking skills

1.91

0.85

32. I supply comprehensive review of key content concepts (e.g., use graphic
organizers as review)

1.94

0.85

24. I supply hands-on materials and/or manipulatives for students to practice
concepts

1.99

0.89

28. I clearly support language objectives through lesson delivery

2.00

0.84

9. I adapt content for all levels of student proficiency (e.g., use of graphic
organizers, study guides, etc.)
7. I use content concepts that are appropriate for age and educational background
of students

8. I use supplementary materials to make lessons clear and meaningful
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Table 14 (continued)
Item

M

SD

21. I group students to support language and content objectives (e.g., teams, pairs,
triads, etc.)

2.02

0.98

31. I provide comprehensive review of key vocabulary (e.g., teach, review, assess;
content word wall; etc.)

2.05

0.89

29. I engage students 90-100% of the lesson (e.g., less “teacher talk,” no “downtime,” working in small groups, etc.)

2.08

0.86

25. I provide opportunities for students to apply content/language knowledge (e.g.,
allowing students to work in partners before working alone)

2.10

0.85

5. I define content objectives

2.39

0.92

6. I define language objectives

2.56

1.04

2.58

1.21

23. I give ample opportunities for clarification for concepts in students' first
language (e.g., native language materials, notes by students, etc.)

Note. n = 101; ratings based on a five-point metric: 1 = full application to 5 = no application.

Research Question 2
Research Question 2 was “What conditions support successful implementation of
SIOP as perceived by Learning First School District elementary teachers?” To answer
this question, qualitative data from five interview questions (IQs) were analyzed:
How have the district’s SIOP trainings led to teachers providing high-quality
lessons for students?
IQ 1. How have the district’s SIOP trainings led to teachers providing high-quality
lessons for students?
IQ 2. Which professional development conditions that you encountered during the
district’s SIOP trainings supported successful transfer into teachers’ instructional
practices?
IQ 5. How has coaching from a TOSA made a difference in the transfer of SIOP into
teachers’ instructional practices?
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IQ 8. How has there been an increase in the teachers’ knowledge of language
acquisition and meeting the needs of English Language Learners since
participating in the district’s SIOP trainings?
IQ 10. Is there anything else that you would like to share about your experience
regarding the SIOP professional development trainings?
The first step of qualitative analysis entailed the line-by-line open coding of
six transcribed datasets: (a) Focus Group 1, which was comprised of four participants;
(b) Focus Group 2, which was comprised of three participants; (c) Focus Group 3, which
was comprised of two participants; (d) individual Interviewee 1; (e) Interviewee 2; and
(f) responses to open-ended Survey Question 31, which included 101 respondents. Based
on the open-coding phase, a total of 21 themes were identified (see Table 15). The
qualitative data analysis computer program ATLAS.ti was used to generate a cross
tabulation of the themes and six datasets, sorted from highest to lowest total number of
occurrences (see Table 15).
Next, in order to answer Research Question 2, a cross-tabulation of the relevant
interview questions (IQ1, IQ2, IQ5, IQ8, and IQ10) and themes was conducted and
sorted from highest to lowest total number of occurrences (see Table 16).
Of the 18 themes identified, analysis showed that four were meaningful for
answering the second research question: (a) teaching strategies/techniques/practices/
tools/SIOP components; (b) teacher modeling: trainers or teacher peers modeling for
teachers/coaching/constructive feedback; (c) teacher trainings: process, content, and
structure; and (d) implementation: clear expectations of what is to be implemented or
focused upon. These four themes are discussed in the following sections and include
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Table 15
Cross-Tabulation of 21 Theme Occurrences and Six Datasets (N = 422)

Focus group

Individual
interview
1

2

Survey
quest.
31

7

7

5

30

80

21

6

5

1

33

78

11

10

7

4

3

24

59

4

14

5

3

3

16

45

10

1

1

3

2

17

34

Prepared/sharing ideas, curriculum, handson materials
Student achievement perceptions:
Assessment scores & attendance
Planning/processing time

4

2

0

0

0

17

23

7

5

4

3

3

0

22

3

0

3

0

0

9

15

Teacher awareness/deeper understanding
of a specific topic/reflection
Student grouping, student collaboration, &
student-centered
Watch videos/clips

2

4

1

1

2

0

10

2

3

0

0

1

2

8

3

1

0

0

0

3

7

Classroom management: student attention,
focus, participation, interaction, &
engagement
Whole staff grouping/staff
meetings/whole school site
Real learning: lasting, thorough teaching,
slower pace
SIOP research validation

4

2

1

0

0

0

7

2

1

0

0

2

1

6

6

0

0

0

0

0

6

3

0

0

0

0

1

4

Presenters (coaches): Knowledgeable &
excited
Increased teacher understanding &
acceptance of what works/not made to
feel guilty/affirmation
Student modeling: Teachers modeling for
students
Assessing/checking student understanding
throughout lesson
Specialized classrooms

1

2

0

0

0

1

4

0

1

0

1

0

2

4

0

0

0

0

0

3

3

0

1

0

0

2

0

3

0

1

0

0

0

1

2

Testing time

0

0

1

0

0

1

2

93

81

36

27

24

161

422

Theme

1

2

Teaching strategies/techniques/practices/
tools/SIOP components
Teacher trainings: Process, content, and
structure
Teacher modeling: Trainers or teacher
peers modeling for teachers/coaching/
constructive feedback
Implementation: Clear expectations of
what is to be implemented or focused
upon
Teacher grouping/collaboration

19

12

12

Totals

90

3

Total #
occurrences

Table 16
Research Question 2: Theme Occurrence Totals and Percentages (N = 143)
Interview question
Theme

1

2

5

8

10

Total #
occurrences

Percentage

Teaching strategies/techniques/
practices/tools/SIOP
components
Teacher modeling: Trainers or
teacher peers modeling for
teachers/coaching/constructive
feedback
Teacher trainings: Process,
content, and structure
Implementation: Clear
expectations of what is to be
implemented or focused upon
Teacher awareness/deeper
understanding of a specific
topic/reflection
Teacher grouping/collaboration

12

3

3

6

9

33

23.08

2

11

14

0

0

27

18.88

4

4

3

7

7

25

17.48

3

6

3

0

5

17

11.89

2

0

1

5

1

9

6.29

0

5

0

1

1

7

4.90

Prepared/sharing ideas,
curriculum, hands-on materials
Whole staff grouping/staff
meetings/whole school site
Watch videos/clips

1

2

1

0

0

4

2.80

1

1

0

0

2

4

2.80

0

2

1

0

0

3

2.10

Planning/processing time

0

0

2

0

0

2

1.40

SIOP research validation

1

0

1

0

0

2

1.40

Presenters (coaches):
knowledgeable & excited
Increased teacher understanding
& acceptance of what works/not
made to feel guilty/affirmation
Assessing/checking student
understanding throughout lesson
Student grouping, student
collaboration, & studentcentered
Specialized classrooms

0

0

2

0

0

2

1.40

0

0

1

0

1

2

1.40

1

0

1

0

0

2

1.40

1

0

0

0

0

1

.7

0

0

0

1

0

1

.7

Student achievement perceptions:
Assessment scores & attendance
Real learning: Lasting, thorough
teaching, slower pace

0

0

0

1

0

1

.7

0

0

0

1

0

1

.7

quotations from study participants. The participant quotes are cited according to focus
group (FG) number, individual interviewee (II) number, participant (P) number, and the
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ATLAS.ti (computer-assisted qualitative data analysis) primary document (PDoc)
numeric identifier.
Teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components. The 11
interview participants reported that teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP
components (n = 33, 23.08%) that were encountered during the district’s SIOP trainings
best supported their successful transfer to instructional practices in the classroom setting.
When asked about how the SIOP trainings led to teachers providing high-quality lessons
for students (IQ1), five interviewees described how the training brought to focus
strategies and best practices of which they were already familiar but were not maximizing
in the classroom setting. “I think that with the SIOP training for the majority of
teachers,” explained one of the individual interviewees, “it really brought back into focus
what they already knew was best practice, but practices that have fallen by the wayside”
(II 2, PDoc 7:25). A member of Focus Group 2 specified the importance of the best
practice of student interaction, which was emphasized in the SIOP trainings: “I think we
have a lot of silent kids, a lot of silent classrooms. So that [SIOP emphasis] was good”
(FG2, P3, PDoc 7:19).
When asked about the professional development conditions encountered during
the SIOP trainings that supported successful transfer into teachers’ instructional practices
(IQ2), interviewees discussed appreciation of how multiple instructional strategies were
related to the various SIOP components. A member of Focus Group 2 explained that
relating instructional strategies to SIOP components supported transfer to practice
because “it gave us a bit of a common language in terms of have your tried this, how did
this work?” (PDoc 9:19). Additionally, a member of Focus Group 2 described how
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helpful it was to have administrators in the training interacting with the teachers on
specific teaching strategies.
When responding to a question about how coaching from a TOSA made a
difference in the transfer of SIOP into instructional practice (IQ5), teachers referred to the
demonstration of strategies. For example, one focus group member explained how, when
observing a TOSA teach a lesson, she “learned different strategies” and reflected on
changes she would make in the lesson she observed (FG2, P1, PDoc 12:11). Another
interviewee described the value of using the SIOP strategies when collaborating with the
TOSA on lesson study models (FG3, P1, PDoc 12:24).
One of the individual interviewees explained how the SIOP strategies are
effective for helping all students, not only English language learners, build upon their
language development. “They all come to school with some kind of basic level of
language,” the interviewee explained, “but if we are really going to build on that, this is
the kind of instructional strategy [to use].” She further explained that the SIOP strategies
“helped open teacher’s eyes to small changes” they could make in their daily instruction
to build upon students’ use of English (II 2, PDoc 15:19).
As for additional comments about SIOP training experiences (IQ10), several
interviewees commented on how the SIOP components can be effective with multiple
initiatives across different grade levels and school sites. Moreover, one focus group
member described the unifying effect of the training: “I think that SIOP has really
brought our school site together as like a positive fighting force” (FG1, P2, PDoc 17:1).
Several of the teachers explained the benefits of gaining new strategies and being
reminded of old strategies that can positively impact their classroom practice. The SIOP
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training “really has been a big reminder to me of what really good, effective instruction
looks like” (II 2, PDoc 17:22).
Teacher modeling: Trainers or teacher peers modeling for teachers/coaching/
constructive feedback. Secondly, the interview participants identified teacher modeling
(n = 27, 18.88%) as supporting their successful transfer of the SIOP trainings to
classroom instructional practices. When asked about how the SIOP trainings led to
teachers providing high-quality lessons for students (IQ1), Participant 1 in Focus Group 2
explained that seeing examples of the SIOP lessons being taught has helped her with her
own lessons. Participant 1 also described how helpful it was to have the “[TOSA]
teachers on campus and come into my classroom and teach lessons” (PDoc 7:14).
When asked about the professional development conditions encountered during
the SIOP trainings that supported successful transfer into teachers’ instructional practices
(IQ2), most interviewees described various aspects of peer coaching. One of the teachers
explained that “viewing other teachers, even if it is just by video, was helpful” (FG1, P2,
PDoc 9:6). All others referred to observing their peers’ classroom practice. One
interviewee expanded on the value of peer observations:
I think, as a learner it’s really helpful when you have to go in and be an observer
and really be conscious about what specific things that you’re looking for. And
then you start to identify those, you know, those effective instructional strategies
and it reinforces what you’re doing. (II 2, PDoc 9:29)
When responding to a question about how coaching from a TOSA made a
difference in the transfer of SIOP into instructional practice (IQ5), most interviewees
cited the powerful impact of seeing the TOSA model the lesson with SIOP strategies,
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debriefing, and receiving feedback. One interviewee described teaching a lesson with the
TOSA in one room and then debriefing on student outcomes. If the students did not
achieve the expected outcomes, both teachers discussed how they were going to “tweak
the lesson” (FG3, P1, PDoc 12:23). Yet another interviewee described how she modeled
a lesson for another teacher and explained the strategies she used and why. The TOSA
model then observed the other teacher in her classroom and provided support. “I just
think that having that extra set of eyes and getting the feedback is really powerful,”
explained Interviewee 2 (PDoc 12:31).
Teacher trainings: Process, content, and structure. Thirdly, the interviewees
identified the process, content, and structure of the teacher trainings (n = 25, 17.48%) as
supporting their successful transfer of the SIOP trainings to classroom instructional
practices. Five teachers discussed the effectiveness of the systematic process of rolling
out the SIOP trainings. For example, one teacher explained, “I love how they did break it
up so it was not so overwhelming amongst everything else that we have to do within our
days” (FG1, P3, PDoc 7:6). Other teachers described how the structure of the trainings,
specifically as successive on-campus training events over several few weeks (as opposed
to one-time district trainings), helped them remain focused on the content and, as a result,
supported implementation in the classroom setting (FG1, P2, PDoc 7:3; FG1, P3, PDoc
9:10).
Implementation: Clear expectations of what is to be implemented or focused
upon. Finally, the interviewees identified clear expectations for implementation (n = 17,
11.89%) as supporting their successful transfer of the SIOP trainings to their instructional
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practices in the classroom setting. Focus Group 2 discussed the value of having clear
expectations regarding what was to be implemented in the classroom:
I think just knowing exactly what was expected of us and hearing from my
administrator what was expected, such as the objectives, knowing that they were
going to be checked upon and that it was expected and then seeing in our weekly
bulletins examples of it being done, I think made it happen more in the classroom.
(FG2, P1, PDoc 9:14)
Research Question 3
The third research question was “What conditions limit successful
implementation of SIOP as perceived by Learning First School District elementary
teachers?” To answer this question, qualitative data from three interview questions (IQs)
were analyzed:
IQ 3. Which professional development conditions that you encountered during the
district’s SIOP trainings limited successful transfer into teachers’ instructional
practices?
IQ 8. How has there been an increase in the teachers’ knowledge of language
acquisition and meeting the needs of English Language Learners since
participating in the district’s SIOP trainings?
IQ 10. Is there anything else that you would like to share about your experience
regarding the SIOP professional development trainings?
A cross-tabulation of the relevant interview questions (IQ3, IQ8, and IQ10) and themes
was conducted and sorted from highest to lowest total number of occurrences (see
Table 17).
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Table 17
Research Question 3: Theme Occurrence Totals and Percentages (N = 48)
Interview question
Theme

Total #
occurrences

Percentage

3

8

10

Teacher trainings: Process, content, and
structure

10

7

7

24

50.00

Implementation: Clear expectations of
what is to be implemented or focused
upon

3

0

5

8

16.67

Teaching strategies/techniques/practices/
tools/SIOP components

0

6

0

6

12.50

Teacher grouping/collaboration

3

1

1

5

10.42

Teacher modeling: Trainers or teacher
peers modeling for teachers/
coaching/constructive feedback

2

0

0

2

4.17

Whole staff grouping/staff
meetings/whole school site

0

0

2

2

4.17

Planning/processing time

1

0

0

1

2.08

Of the seven themes identified, analysis showed that three were meaningful for
answering the third research question: (a) teacher trainings: process, content, and
structure; (b) implementation: clear expectations of what is to be implemented or focused
upon; and (c) teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components.
Teacher trainings: Process, content, and structure. Some of the study
participants reported situations in which teacher trainings, including process, content, and
structure (n = 24, 50%) did not support successful transfer to instructional practices in the
classroom setting. For example, one teacher described being overwhelmed at the
beginning of the SIOP training: “At the beginning with the common core,” the teacher
explained, “It was really a lot. Then all the acronyms and I didn’t know what went with
what” (FG1, P1, PDoc 10:3). Additionally, teachers who experienced large district-
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structured trainings reported limited successful transfer to classroom instruction. One of
the individual interviewees described the experiences of district trainings:
Our big trainings down here at the district office where we did, you know, really
big number of teachers for multiple sites, I think that probably had limited transfer
because, again, there’s a lot of distraction. You know, teachers are thinking about
what they’re doing tomorrow. Sometimes they brought technology with them,
which is a big distraction. So, I think any time when you do a really big group
setting like that, it can have a limited impact. (II 2, PDoc, 10:22)
Further analysis of the teachers’ discussion about the district-structured trainings revealed
that the large-group sizes hindered effective transfer to the individual school sites.
Clear expectations of what is to be implemented or focused upon. Secondly,
the interviewees identified implementation expectations (n = 8, 16.67%) as limiting their
successful transfer of the SIOP trainings to their instructional practices in the classroom
setting. One of the focus group participants explained that it was stressful “in the
beginning knowing exactly how to implement everything” (FG2, P1, PDoc 10:10).
Moreover, one of the individual interviewees explained that implementation is difficult
when there is a delay between training and actual classroom practice: “If you’re just in a
PowerPoint situation where you’re a passive learner listening to the SIOP strategies and
then there’s a time delay” between training and implementation, instructional practice is
hindered.
Teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components. Finally,
some interview participants identified teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP
components (n = 6, 12.50%) as limiting their successful transfer of the SIOP trainings to
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classroom instructional practices. These interviewees criticized the lack of strategies,
techniques, practices, and tools specifically addressing language acquisition. One focus
group participant explained how not addressing language acquisition in the SIOP
trainings hinder classroom implementation: “If we don’t know who our students are,
what their needs are, then really it’s going to be hard for us to meet them [student needs]”
(FG2, P3, PDoc 15:11).
Research Question 4
The fourth research question was “What other recommendations and suggestions
do the teachers believe would support implementation of a successful professional
development on SIOP?” To answer this fourth research question, qualitative data from
open-ended Survey Question 31 and IQ4 were analyzed:
Survey Question 31: In your opinion, what overall recommendations do you have
related to improving the district’s SIOP trainings and follow-up for teachers?
IQ4.

What recommendations or suggestions do you have on what could have been
modified during the SIOP professional development trainings to encourage full
degree of application into teachers’ instructional practice?

A cross-tabulation of the relevant data (Survey Question 31 and IQ4) and themes was
conducted and sorted from highest to lowest total number of occurrences (see Table 18).
Of the 16 themes identified, analysis showed that six were meaningful for answering
the fourth research question: (a) teacher trainings: process, content, and structure;
(b) teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components; (c) teacher
modeling: trainers or teacher peers modeling for teachers/coaching/constructive
feedback; (d) teacher grouping/collaboration; (e) implementation: clear expectations of
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what is to be implemented or focused upon; and (f) prepared/sharing ideas, curriculum,
hands-on materials.

Table 18
Research Question 4: Theme Occurrence Totals and Percentages (N = 195)
Survey
quest. 31

IQ4

Total #
occurrences

Percentage

Teacher trainings: Process, content, and
structure
Teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/
SIOP components
Teacher modeling: Trainers or teacher peers
modeling for teachers/coaching/constructive
feedback
Teacher grouping/collaboration

33

7

40

20.51

30

6

36

18.46

24

4

28

14.36

17

7

24

12.31

Implementation: Clear expectations of what is
to be implemented or focused upon
Prepared/sharing ideas, curriculum, hands-on
materials
Planning/processing time

16

5

21

10.77

17

1

18

9.23

9

1

10

5.13

Watch videos/clips

3

1

4

2.05

Student modeling: Teachers modeling for
students
Student grouping, student collaboration, &
student-centered
Whole staff grouping/staff meetings/whole
school site
Presenters (coaches): Knowledgeable & excited

3

0

3

1.54

2

0

2

1.03

1

1

2

1.03

1

1

2

1.03

Increased teacher understanding & acceptance
of what works/not made to feel
guilty/affirmation
SIOP research validation

2

0

2

1.03

1

0

1

.51

Specialized classrooms

1

0

1

.51

Testing time

1

0

1

.51

Theme

Teacher trainings: Process, content, and structure. The survey respondents
and interview participants suggested that aspects of teacher trainings, including process,
content, and structure (n = 40, 20.51%) could best support the implementation of a
successful development on SIOP. The general trend in responses centered around four
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areas. First, it was recommended that refreshers, reminders, and reviews be integrated
into the school year, which would encourage implementation. Second, study participants
suggested that additional trainings be scheduled for less skilled teachers, new hires, and
those who missed all or part of the initial training. Third, participants recommended
greater choice regarding training topics that best meet teachers’ particular needs.
Additionally, one survey respondent suggested that “there needs to be choice as to the
when and how—during the school day, after school day, or Saturdays” (PDoc 1:115).
Fourth, teachers recommended breaking the trainings into smaller chunks, which could
increase the amount of interaction among grade-level teachers in reviewing the material
and sharing ideas for practice.
Teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components. Second,
study participants indicated that a focus on teaching strategies/techniques/practices/
tools/SIOP components (n = 36, 18.46%) could also support the implementation of a
successful professional development on SIOP. One recommendation shared by
numerous teachers was to increase opportunities to observe their peers implementing
strategies in the classrooms, both grade-level specific and districtwide. These
observations encourage the sharing of ideas and hands-on materials. One survey
respondent explained that having access to prepared SIOP strategies would be helpful
because teachers “wouldn’t have to write them for each objective” (PDoc 1:23). While
another respondent recommended having access to districtwide lesson plan templates that
help teachers “integrate not only the diverse components of SIOP, but also GLAD,
Thinking Maps, [and] depth and complexity into their lessons” (PDoc 1:72). Discussion
in one of the focus groups stressed the importance of having enough time to plan and
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incorporate the strategies into practice, “not just mentally, but sit down and make a lesson
plan . . . [with] activities that I am going to do, and my SIOP studies that I am going to
add in and how we are going to do it” (FG1, P2, PDoc 11:4).
Teacher modeling: Trainers or teacher peer modeling for teachers/coaching/
constructive feedback. Next, study participants recommended focusing on teacher
modeling (n = 28, 14.36%), specifically trainers or teacher peer modeling for
teachers/coaching/constructive feedback, could also contribute to the successful
implementation of a professional development on SIOP. One survey respondent
explained that the most helpful trainings have been “when one of the TOSAs has come in
and modeled lessons with students at our school in our grade level” (PDoc 1:52). Focus
Group 3 also discussed the value of teacher modeling, with one participant stressing
student involvement: “But it really helps to have a model in your classroom with your
kids” (FG3, P1, PDoc 11:20). Yet another survey respondent who had not yet been fully
trained explained that he/she “just learned pieces here and there” by participating in demo
lessons and peer observations.
Teacher grouping/collaboration. Survey respondents and interview participants
suggested that teacher grouping and collaboration (n = 24, 12.31%) could best support
the implementation of a successful development on SIOP. Recommendations generally
centered on the need to use smaller grade-level groups at school sites. This smaller
grouping, it was explained, would encourage collegial discussion about specific
classroom experiences, useful teaching strategies, targeted techniques and skills, and
planning. As one interviewee explained, “It’s all about the conversation and the data and
owning the problem and the scholars” (II 2, PDoc 15:17).
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Implementation: Clear expectations of what is to be implemented or focused
upon. Study participants suggested that having clear expectations of what is to be
implemented (n = 21, 10.77%) could support implementation of a successful SIOP
professional development. Regarding SIOP trainings, several participants voiced feeling
overwhelmed by expectations “to implement too much” (Survey Respondent, PDoc 1:44)
and suggested that they not be made to “feel guilty if we don’t use it all” (Survey
Respondent, PDoc 1:26). Another survey respondent described the “relentless
expectation of creating and posting of objectives in our classrooms where activities are
constantly changing is an enormous burden on already stressed-out, overly stressed
teachers” (PDoc 1:73). Two suggestions were offered in this regard. First, it was
suggested to increase TOSA classroom modeling that focuses on implementing “maybe
one aspect of it for a while” (FG3, P2, PDoc 11:19). Second, one interviewee
recommended that administrators seek a balance in increasing expectations without
creating conflict among staff members. This teacher suggested “maybe more
administrative follow through and, you, know, again, making clear what the expectation
is, that doing SIOP isn’t really optional; it’s an expectation” (II 2, PDoc 11:26).
Prepared/sharing ideas, curriculum, hands-on materials. Both survey
respondents and interviewees perceived that encouraging the preparation and sharing of
ideas, curriculum, and hands-on materials (n = 18, 9.23%) could support the successful
implementation of a professional development on SIOP. Teacher participants
recommended having and distributing premade units, successful lessons, and hands-on
materials “so we can focus on lesson presentation” (Survey Respondent, PDoc 1:15).
Another survey respondent explained that “teachers do not want to spend more time
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preparing these items” (PDoc 1:46). Specific survey respondents’ recommendations
were for “writing notebooks with types of Thinking Maps printed and grade-level
prompts” (PDoc 1:57), “a clear, prioritized list of tier two words for vocabulary
instruction” (PDoc 1:57), and “materials that support state standards, updated, especially
[for] math” (PDoc 1:71).
Research Question 5
The fifth research question was “What are the teachers’ perceptions on the
implementation of SIOP as it relates to increased student achievement within their
classrooms?” To answer this question, qualitative data from three interview questions
(IQs) were analyzed:
IQ6.

Has there been an increase in student achievement since participating in the
district’s SIOP trainings? Why or why not?

IQ7.

What characteristics of the SIOP program may have hindered or facilitated the
students achieving growth on 2010-2014 district assessments (DIBELS) and state
assessments (CSTs and CELDT)?

IQ9.

What changes in student attendance have you observed since participating in the
district’s SIOP trainings?

A cross-tabulation of the relevant interview questions (IQ6, IQ7, and IQ9) and themes
was conducted and sorted from highest to lowest total number of occurrences (see
Table 19).
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Table 19
Research Question 5: Theme Occurrence Totals and Percentages (N = 66)
Interview question
Theme

6

7

9

Total #
occurrences

Percentage

Student achievement perceptions: Assessment
scores & attendance
Teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/
SIOP components
Classroom management: Student attention,
focus, participation, interaction, &
engagement
Student grouping, student collaboration, &
student-centered
Real learning: Lasting, thorough teaching,
slower pace
Implementation: Clear expectations of what is
to be implemented or focused upon
Teacher trainings: Process, content, and
structure
Planning/processing time

9

0

12

21

31.82

7

5

0

12

18.18

7

0

0

7

10.61

1

4

0

5

7.58

0

5

0

5

7.58

0

4

0

4

6.06

0

3

0

3

4.55

0

2

0

2

3.03

Teacher modeling: Trainers or teacher peers
modeling for teachers/coaching/constructive
feedback
Prepared/sharing ideas, curriculum, hands-on
materials
SIOP research validation

1

1

0

2

3.03

0

1

0

1

1.52

1

0

0

1

1.52

Teacher awareness/deeper understanding of a
specific topic/reflection
Testing time

0

1

0

1

1.52

0

1

0

1

1.52

Assessing/checking student understanding
throughout lesson

1

0

0

1

1.52

Of the 14 themes identified, analysis showed that two were meaningful for answering the
fifth research question: (a) teachers’ perceptions about student achievement, specifically
assessment scores and attendance; and (b) teaching strategies/techniques/practices/
tools/SIOP components.
The data showed 21 quotation occurrences (31.82%) regarding whether the
implementation of SIOP did or did not impact two measures of student achievement:
assessment scores and attendance (see Table 20).
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Table 20
Impact of SIOP Training on Student Achievement: Participant Responses
Total # response occurrences
Participant response category
Yes

Maybe/
perhaps

No

Unknown/
not sure

Perceived increase in overall student
achievement/success

2

1

1

2

Data supporting increase in overall student achievement
(i.e., assessment scores)

0

0

4

0

Perceived increase in student attendance

0

1

7

1

Data supporting increase in student attendance

0

0

1

1

Moreover, analysis of the data showed 12 occurrences of participant quotations
(18.18%) addressing the relationship between teaching strategies/techniques/practices/
tools/SIOP components and aspects of student achievement. “I think that using these
strategies helps with student success,” stated one focus group member. “Maybe little bit,
maybe a lot, but I think across the board, it attributes to them [students] succeeding”
(FG1, P3, PDoc 13:7). Another focus group member asserted, “I have definitely seen a
difference in student participation from using some of the strategies” (FG2, P1, PDoc
13:10). Beyond personal classroom experiences, Interviewee 1 addressed the lack of data
linking SIOP to student achievement: “I’ve seen that API reported and the CSTs reported
but the conversation about whether that improvement was due to SIOP strategies, I never
saw a presentation like that” (PDoc 13:22).
Research Question 6
The sixth research question was, “What difference exists in student achievement
prior to the implementation of SIOP and following implementation of SIOP in Learning
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First School District elementary education?” Table 21 displays the results of the test for
proportion for the archival data prior and following SIOP trainings.

Table 21
Prior/Following Enrollment School Metrics
Enrollment
Grade

Proficient

Prior
n

Following
%

n

%

2nd -5th grade CST ELA
No
Yes

4,306
11,073

28.0
72.0

4,247
10,400

29.0
71.0

No
Yes

4,161
11,249

27.0
73.0

3,819
10,871

26.0
74.0

No
Yes

1,980
932

68.0
32.0

1,995
983

67.0
33.0

No
Yes

1,466
9,009

14.0
86.0

316
737

30.0
70.0

202,756

5.0

149,392

3.9

3,852,363

95.0

3,681,162

96.1

2nd-5th grade CST math

K-5th grade CELDT

K-2nd grade DIBELS

K-5th grade attendance rate
No
Yes

These results indicate increases in proficiency for three of the five metrics. The
metrics which resulted in an increase were: second-fifth grade CST math, an increase
from 73% to 74%; K-fifth grade CELDT with an increase from 32% to 33%; and K-fifth
grade attendance rate increased from 95% to 96%. The two metrics which did not incur
an increase in proficiency were the second-fifth grade ELA and K-second grade DIBELS.
In Table 22, along with the z value, the p value for two-tailed tests was reported as a
measure to determine if there was a statistically significant difference between the two
independent proportions.
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Table 22
Test for Proportion
Enrollment
Measure

2nd -5th grade CST ELA
2nd-5th grade CST math
K-5th grade CELDT
K-2nd grade DIBELS
K-5th grade attendance rate

Prior

Following

n

%

n

%

11,073
11,249
932
9,009
3,852,363

72.0
73.0
32.0
86.0
95.0

10,400
10,871
983
737
3,681,162

71.0
74.0
33.0
70.0
96.1

z

p

1.62
- 1.68
- .047
11.63
-73.0926

.1047**
.0921**
.6405**
<.05*
<.05*

Note. *significant;**nonsignificant.

Two of the five proficiency metrics were significantly different from prior to
following implementation of SIOP. Specifically, gains in proficiency were found from
prior to following implementation of SIOP for K-second grade DIBELS proficiency rates
(z = 11.63, p = 0) and K-fifth grade attendance rate (z = -73.0926, p = 0). Nonsignificant
findings were indicated for the other three metrics.
Research Question 7
The seventh guiding research question was, “How do the perceptions of teachers
regarding student achievement (RQ5) compare to the actual data regarding student
achievement (RQ6)?” To present these findings, the results from the qualitative data
analysis (RQ5) and quantitative data analysis (RQ6) were analyzed. First, the qualitative
data analysis (RQ5) showed there were 21 quotation occurrences (31.82%) regarding
whether the teachers perceived that implementation of SIOP did or did not impact two
measures of student achievement: assessment scores and attendance (see Table 19).
Within the specific theme of student achievement perceptions: assessment scores and
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attendance (see Table 20), the teacher responses were mixed with four occurrences of
“Yes/Maybe/Perhaps” and 17 occurrences of “No/Unknown/Not Sure.”
Analysis of the data in Table 19 also produced 12 occurrences of participant
quotations (18.18%) addressing the relationship between teaching strategies/techniques/
practices/tools/SIOP components and aspects of student achievement. As one participant
shared, “I think that using these strategies helps with student success.” Further, the
participant explained the relationship between using SIOP strategies and its impact upon
improving achievement with the following, “Maybe little bit, maybe a lot, but I think
across the board, it attributes to them [students] succeeding” (FG1, P3, PDoc 13.7).
The quantitative data analysis (RQ6) demonstrated there was only a statistically
significant difference from prior to following implementation of SIOP in two of the five
metrics: K-second grade DIBELS and K-fifth grade attendance rate (see Table 22).
Similar to the teachers’ perceptions, the quantitative analysis had mixed results with only
some noted improvement in student achievement. Unlike the qualitative analysis, the
quantitative data analysis did not delve into the relationship between teaching
strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components and student achievement. Yet
among the 12 occurrences in the qualitative findings regarding strategies/techniques/
practices/tools/SIOP components, the teachers’ quotations (18.18%) did positively
correlate this relationship with student achievement.
Summary
Chapter IV provided a restatement of the study purpose and research questions. It
also included a review of the methodology, data collection procedures, population,
sample, and associated demographics. Following this, the chapter focused on the
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presentation and analysis of the data for each of the seven research questions posed. The
data were presented in both table and narrative form. A total of 101 respondents
participated in the survey, resulting in a response rate of 13%. As presented in Table 5,
the overarching finding for the survey shows that the M = 1.86 and the SD = .55 when all
eight components were combined together and that comprehensive input was rated as the
SIOP component most applied (M = 1.59, SD = .64) by teachers into their instructional
practices, while interaction was the SIOP component least transferred (M = 2.06, SD =
.71) into classroom instructional practices. Statistical analysis revealed no significance
among three of the five metrics prior to and following teachers’ participation in the SIOP
trainings. However, there were significant findings among the two metrics of K-second
grade DIBELS and K-fifth grade attendance rates.
Qualitative analysis from the open-ended survey question, focus group interviews,
and individual interviews demonstrated that among the 21 themes identified, the theme of
strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components was reported to have the most
occurrences. Furthermore, this theme was reported (23.08%) in Table 16 as the condition
which most likely supported implementation of SIOP into instructional practices. In
contrast, the condition that was most identified as limiting successful implementation of
SIOP was the teacher trainings: process, content, and structure (50%) in Table 17. For
the impact of the SIOP training upon an increase in student achievement, teachers’
perceptions were mixed, though there was an 18.18% positive relationship conveyed by
teachers between the theme of strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components and
aspects of student achievement.
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In Chapter V, these key findings are compared to the research detailed in the
literature review, conclusion and implications are drawn, and a series of
recommendations for further research are suggested.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview
Chapter I presented the background and rationale for the current study. Chapter II
provided a review of the related literature, focusing on best practices for English
language learners, Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) and coaching, and
professional development conditions for transfer into practices. Chapter III presented the
research design and methodology that was used in the study. Chapter IV presented the
data analysis and results for the seven research questions answered in this study.
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was to ascertain to what degree of application the K-5
elementary teachers in Learning First School District have transferred the eight
components of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol into their instructional
practices. In addition, it was the purpose of this study to determine which conditions
supported and limited the teachers’ successful implementation of the SIOP professional
development trainings into daily classroom instruction, as perceived by teachers. Finally,
it was the purpose of this study to determine whether Learning First School District’s
professional development had an effect on student achievement, as perceived by teachers
and archival data.
In order to answer the research questions for this study, both quantitative and
qualitative data were collected. This study sought to determine the degree that SIOP was
transferred into instructional practices and its impact on student achievement using
quantitative data from a survey and archival data. Teacher interviews and an open-ended
survey question comprised qualitative data to examine teachers’ perceptions on the
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conditions which promoted and limited successful implementation of SIOP into
classroom instruction and increases on student achievement. The following questions
were researched so that the purpose of this study could be addressed:
1. To what degree are the eight components of SIOP being transferred into K-5
Learning First School District elementary teachers’ instructional practices, as
perceived by teachers?
a) Lesson preparation
b) Building background
c) Comprehensible input
d) Strategies
e) Interaction
f) Practice and application
g) Lesson delivery
h) Review and assessment
2. What conditions support successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by
Learning First School District elementary teachers?
3. What conditions limit successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by Learning
First School District elementary teachers?
4. What other recommendations and suggestions do the teachers believe would support
implementation of a successful professional development on SIOP?
5. What are the teachers’ perceptions on the implementation of SIOP as it relates to
increased student achievement within their classrooms?
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6. What difference exists in student achievement prior to the implementation of SIOP
and following implementation of SIOP in Learning First School District elementary
education?
7. How do the perceptions of teachers regarding student achievement (RQ5) compare to
the actual data regarding student achievement (RQ6)?
This study utilized a descriptive mixed-methods research design to address the
research questions (Creswell, 2014; Glatthorn & Joyner, 2005; McMillan & Schumacher,
2010; Patton, 2002). In order to measure Research Question 1, electronic survey
responses were collected from teachers. The mean and standard deviation was
determined to provide quantitative data on the degree of transfer of the eight components
of SIOP into teachers’ instructional practices. For Research Question 6, archival testing
data and attendance rate data were collected to compare differences in student
achievement prior and following implementation of the SIOP trainings. The test for
proportion was then conducted to determine the significance of the findings.
For Research Questions 2 through 5, extensive data on teachers’ perceptions
regarding conditions which supported and limited implementation of SIOP and its impact
on student achievement were obtained through focus group interviews, individual
interviews, and an open-ended survey question. The data gathered were analyzed in the
sequence of transcribing, open coding to form categories, tables created to capture
emerging themes and patterns, finalizing codes, and research memoing used throughout
the coding process. Once the 21 themes were identified, the qualitative data analysis
computer program ATLAS.ti was used to generate a cross-tabulation of the themes and
datasets and then sorted from highest to lowest total number occurrences. Finally,
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Research Question 7 was addressed through a review of the results from the qualitative
data analysis (RQ5) and quantitative data analysis (RQ6) to analyze how teachers’
perceptions on increases in student achievement compared to the archival data findings.
The population for this study was general education and special education
elementary K-5 school teachers in Southern California. These teachers work for the
Learning First School District, a public school district. Specifically, the study population
includes 750 teachers when combining the 34 kindergarten-fifth grade and two
kindergarten-eighth grade elementary schools within the Learning First School District.
This target population was selected because of its representation of common
characteristics for county and state averages for ethnicity of teacher staff, enrollment for
Grades K-5, and school types for school districts and counties in California (see Tables 1,
2, and 3).
The sample for this study entailed 120 teachers who participated in a voluntary
Survey Monkey electronic survey in mid-March 2015. The 101 completed survey
responses represent 13% of the K-5 elementary teachers working in the Learning First
School District. Though this response to the survey was lower than the target goal
response, a small sample can still yield accurate results (Patten, 2012). From these 101
survey respondents, three focus group interviews and two individual interviews were
conducted with 11 teachers who consented to participating in 30- to 60-minute interviews
and met the established criteria.
Major Findings
The goal of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) is to establish a set of
standards and expectations in English language arts and math that all kindergarten
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through 12th-grade children would acquire in the United States while being educated in
public schools (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of
Chief State School Officers, 2010). Further, CCSS establishes standards that will teach
rigorous content and skills and prepare students for graduate college and career readiness
in the 21st century. As school districts deliver research-based professional development
trainings for their educators to implement the CCSS, it will be critical that teachers are
prepared to transfer these instructional shifts into their classroom practices (Alberti, 2012;
ASCD, 2012; Kober & Renther, 2012).
The focus on implementing and assessing these new standards has also placed an
emphasis on effective instructional practices to increase student achievement for all types
of students, particularly English language learners (ELLs); California had the highest
percentage of ELLs enrolled out of the nation’s Pre-K-Grade 12 in the 2010-2011 school
year (California Department of Education, 2014; Lu, 2013). SIOP is a proven researchbased program that can be utilized by school districts to deliver effective teacher trainings
on best practices for the needs of ELLs and all types of learners (Echevarria et al., 2013;
Hansen-Thomas, 2008; Short, 2000, 2013). Based upon 30 of the most effective
strategies for English learners, SIOP is organized into eight major components which
offer a framework of techniques that teachers may utilize to address the needs of their
students while enhancing what teachers are already doing in their classrooms (Echevarria
et al., 2013).
Research has demonstrated the benefits of SIOP. Short et al. (2012) found that
ELLs of SIOP-trained teachers had significant gains in oral language, writing, and
English language proficiency. Echevarria et al. (2013) found that SIOP increases student

116

content knowledge and academic English. Much research has substantiated that SIOP
can result in positive gains for secondary students (Bertram, 2011; Hancock, 2010;
Hatley, 2006; Heese, 2011; Vidot, 2011). SIOP has also begun to be recognized as a
program that focuses on content-specific areas and fosters a positive impact on student
learning for elementary age students (Ardisana, 2006; Doker, 2010; McIntyre et al., 2010;
Pecina, 2010; Read, 2009). Additionally, offering SIOP with coaching within a
professional development program was found to have a positive effect upon narrowing
the gaps for ELLs; increasing students’ participation, deeper learning, engagement,
responsibility, and positive participation; and fostering teachers’ awareness of students’
needs (Batt, 2010).
Although there is much research that illustrates the positive benefits of SIOP,
there is also a large amount of research that depicts the challenges of implementing highquality professional development trainings; one of the main difficulties is the successful
transfer of knowledge by teachers into their instructional practices (Bellanca, 2009;
Blank, 2013; Darling-Hammond et al., 2010; Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Joyce &
Showers, 1988). The lack of follow-up for teachers, absence of instructional leadership,
and lack of attention to the emotional aspect of change within a professional development
program can limit the effect on teachers changing their practices (Gibson & Brooks,
2012). Instead, research has shown that effective professional development programs
must provide conditions that will focus upon teacher learning and improving student
learning, including increasing content knowledge of teachers, ongoing follow-up for
teachers, focusing on students’ needs that promote higher levels of learning, collaboration
between peers, and being job-embedded for teachers (Blank, 2013; DuFour, 2014;
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Guskey, 2014; Zepeda, 2012). Further, research on successful transfer into classroom
instruction was found to be enhanced through hands-on activities, handouts, support for
teachers, teacher input, and teacher engagement as well offering time for collaboration,
reflection, and discussion of the new techniques and approaches during the trainings
(Evans, 2010; Pettet, 2013; Vail, 2011).
While there is a great amount of literature focused on SIOP, its effectiveness as a
districtwide professional development program for elementary age teachers is still
emerging. Based upon the existing literature, this study expected to explain the
association between the Learning First School District’s Professional Learning Initiative
(PLI) and the degree of transfer of SIOP into teachers’ instructional practices. The
researcher strived to describe the professional development conditions which supported
as well as limited successful transfer of SIOP into classroom practice, as perceived by
teachers. The researcher also expected to explain the impact SIOP has on student
learning as determined through the use of archival data and as perceived by teachers
through the use of interview responses and an open-ended survey question.
The actual findings of this study as it relates to the degree of transfer of the eight
components of SIOP into teachers’ instructional practices as measured by a survey were
high. The impact upon student achievement was mixed. As archival data identified a
statistical significance in only two of five school metrics, teachers were similarly mixed
on whether they perceived an increase. The interviews demonstrated that SIOP
implementation was most supported when trainings offered a focus on teaching
strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components; provided teaching modeling;
utilized systematic teacher trainings in the areas of process, content, and structure; and
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included clear expectations for implementation. However, it was discovered that SIOP
implementation was least supported when trainings for teachers did not fully address the
process, content, and structure for the trainings; expectations of what is to be
implemented were unknown; and the teaching strategies/techniques/practice/tools/SIOP
components did not address the needs of students and language acquisition. The
teachers’ suggested recommendations identified six themes to best improve the
professional learning and increase successful transfer of SIOP into instructional practices.
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 was, “To what degree are the eight components of SIOP
being transferred into K-5 Learning First School District elementary teachers’
instructional practices, as perceived by teachers?”
a) Lesson preparation
b) Building background
c) Comprehensible input
d) Strategies
e) Interaction
f) Practice and application
g) Lesson delivery
h) Review and assessment
Batt (2010) found that SIOP with coaching integrated into a professional
development program has a positive factor upon teachers’ implementation into their
instruction. It has been advocated that an effective professional development program
will result in the successful transfer of new skills and strategies into teachers’ consistent
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daily instructional practices (Bellanca, 2009; Joyce & Showers, 2002). An analysis of the
findings of this study indicates that there was a high transfer of the SIOP components into
teachers’ instructional practices. Out of the 101 survey responses with ratings based on a
five-point metric, in which 1 = full application to 5 = no application, for all eight
components the total M = 1.86 and SD = .55. Comprehensible input was found to have
the fullest application (M = 1.59, SD = .64) while even the least applied component,
interaction, (M = 2.06, SD = .71) still had a fairly high level of application. Thus, the
findings of this study indicate that the PLI did result in a high degree of teachers
successfully transferring the SIOP components into their instructional practices.
Research Question 2
Research Question 2 was “What conditions support successful implementation of
SIOP as perceived by Learning First School District elementary teachers?”
Blank (2013) found that that high-quality professional development will
positively impact teacher learning and student outcomes and with specific conditions
intact was more likely to improve teacher skills and knowledge. The literature found that
effective professional development programs promote a focus upon content knowledge, a
long duration of time in professional learning, follow-up and coaching, activities for
reinforcement, goals that improve teachers’ knowledge of how students learn best,
collaboration between teachers, and regularly monitoring students’ progress (Blank,
2013; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Reeves, 2010). These findings concurred with Zepeda’s
(2012) notion that professional development that is job embedded, ongoing, and career
long will allot for learning that is proactive and coherent.
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The interview findings supported the existing research. There were 33
occurrences (23.08%) of teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components
being mentioned by participants as a condition which supports successful
implementation. Participants described how the trainings highlighted best practices to
use with all students and connected SIOP components with instructional strategies. One
participant stated it this way: the SIOP training “really has been a big reminder to me of
what really good, effective instruction looks like” (II 2, PDoc 17.22).
Another major theme emerged from the interviews: teacher modeling: trainers or
teacher peers modeling for teachers/coaching/constructive feedback (n = 27, 18.88%).
The PLI intentionally included TOSAs to coach schools throughout the SIOP training
process. The TOSAs assisted teachers in a variety of ways that would support their
successful transfer of SIOP into classroom practices such as leading staff trainings,
modeling and demonstrating lessons, collaborating with teachers, guiding peer coaching,
and providing resources. The existing research indicates that utilizing coaching during
professional development supports teachers with implementation of new strategies in
their instruction (Joyce & Showers, 2002; Knight, 2009; Zepeda, 2012). The participants
explicitly expressed improved instructional practices as a result of the TOSAs modeling
SIOP lessons, guiding peer coaching between teachers, and leading debriefing and
receiving feedback. One participant illustrated this point when she stated, “I just think
that having that extra set of eyes and getting the feedback is really powerful” (II 2, PDoc
12:31).
Two additional themes emerged: teacher trainings: process, content, and structure
(n = 25, 17.48%) and implementation: clear expectations of what is to be implemented or
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focused upon (n = 17, 11.89%). The PLI was established to occur over a 3-year rollout
with the 36 Learning First School District elementary schools sorted into three cohorts.
Five participants mentioned the systematic rolling out of the trainings with successive oncampus trainings was very effective, as this led to teachers not feeling overwhelmed and
helped them to focus on the content and supported implementation in the classroom
setting. Participants also indicated that having clear expectations of what was expected to
be implemented in the classroom supported successful transfer of instructional practices
into the classroom setting. These findings support previous literature on supportive,
ongoing professional development conditions for educators (DuFour, 2014; Guskey,
2014; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Zepeda, 2012).
Research Question 3
Research Question 3 was “What conditions limit successful implementation of
SIOP as perceived by Learning First School District elementary teachers?”
Darling-Hammond et al. (2010) found that professional development trainings
that offer ongoing, intensive learning have declined in the United States. The literature
also demonstrates that professional development may hinder transfer of new practices
when the planned program lacks attention to time constraints and does not offer followup for teachers to practice the strategies (Evans 2010; Walker, 2005). In addition, the
conditions of too rapid pacing for teachers, too much information being covered, an
inadequate peer observation process, and the dominance of individual needs over group
needs can impede teachers’ transfer of knowledge and skills into classroom practices
(Stone, 2002).
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The perceptions of teachers from the interviews were consistent with the review
of literature. Three themes emerged from the interviews. Twenty-four occurrences (50%)
centered on teacher trainings; process, content, and structure as limiting transfer to
instructional practices in the classroom setting. Participants referred to the sensation of
being overwhelmed at the initial training. One participant shared her confusion by
stating, “Then all the acronyms and I didn’t know what went with what” (FG1, P1, PDoc
10:3). Further, attending large district-structured trainings cultivated a setting that
allowed for teachers to be easily distracted. One participant expressed the distraction as
limiting transfer with the following: “You know, teachers are thinking about what they’re
doing tomorrow. Sometimes they brought technology with them, which is a big
distraction” (II 2, PDoc, 10:22).
The other two themes that were identified by participants were clear expectations
of what is to be implemented or focused upon (n = 8, 16.67%) and teaching
strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components (n = 6, 12.50%). The teachers
shared their perspectives on the difficulties of effectively comprehending how to
implement their newly learned skills in the classroom. The time delay between attending
training and utilizing the new strategies also hindered effective implementation. Though
SIOP is a model designed to advance effective sheltered instruction for limited English
proficient students (Echevarria et al., 2013), the lack of attention to strategies, techniques,
practices, and tools to address language acquisition was perceived by teachers as not
meeting the needs of all of their students and thus was perceived as not supporting their
efforts for successful classroom implementation. These research findings regarding the
following professional development conditions of being overwhelmed with too much
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information at the initial training, lack of attention to time constraints and delay for
classroom practice, and overlooking the needs of the teachers and not fully addressing the
needs of all types of student learners as hindering successful transfer to instructional
practices are consistent with the literature review.
Research Question 4
The fourth research question was “What other recommendations and suggestions
do the teachers believe would support implementation of a successful professional
development on SIOP?”
Effective professional development has been presented in the literature as
improving teachers’ transfer of new skills into their instructional practices (Guskey,
2014; Park, 2008; Vail, 2011). The perceptions of teachers regarding recommendations
for further enhancing professional development for successful transfer of SIOP into
instructional practices were consistent with the review of literature (DuFour, 2014;
Guskey, 2014; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Zepeda, 2012). The teachers mentioned the
following themes for improving professional development:


Teacher trainings: Process, content, and structure;



Teaching strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components;



Teacher modeling: Trainers or teacher peers modeling for teacher/coaching/
constructive feedback;



Teacher grouping/collaboration;



Implementation: Clear expectations of what is to be implemented or focused upon;



Prepared/sharing ideas, curriculum, hands-on materials.
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The theme which occurred the most (n = 40, 20.51%) was the teachers’ belief that
the foundation for effective professional learning includes ongoing trainings which
integrate refreshers, reminders, and reviews throughout the school year and presents
follow-up trainings for those who missed all or part of the training. Additionally,
teachers mentioned that trainings which offer a wide selection of choices (e.g., during the
school day, after school, Saturdays, and structured into smaller groups within grade-alike
settings) would increase their transfer into classroom practice. These findings concur
with the review of literature as the elements of more time in trainings, ongoing follow-up
activities, and building collaboration between teachers are evident forms of successful
professional development programs (Blank, 2013).
The next theme most identified for improving professional development (n = 36,
18.46%) centered on opportunities for teachers to engage in collegiality related to the
SIOP strategies. Specifically, observing peers implementing the SIOP strategies, having
access to prepared lessons with the strategies, engaging in collaboration about the
strategies with their peers, and having adequate planning time for implementing the
strategies in their lessons. A professional development program which supplies sufficient
time for the discussion and practice of the newly acquired techniques, strategies, and
approaches is consistent with the literature (Evans, 2010).
An additional theme suggested by teachers acknowledged the positive impact of
coaches for implementation of SIOP. Sustaining opportunities for coaching with a
TOSA, specifically modeling lessons in teachers’ classrooms, was perceived as highly
valuable. Teachers also proposed that the structure of smaller grade-level groups during
trainings would benefit implementation. These findings support the review of literature
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that offering a supportive, ongoing learning condition which includes coaching for
teachers establishes an effective professional development program (Batt, 2010; Black,
2012; Carrera, 2010; DuFour, 2014).
Two additional themes emerged: clear expectations and sharing prepared
resources. Teachers mentioned that administrators clearly communicating what the
expectations are for implementation in the classroom would dissuade the sense of being
overwhelmed. Also, being provided with and sharing ideas, resources, and materials
would provide teachers with more available time to plan lessons for the new skills and
strategies for their classrooms. The review of literature supports the theme of
administrative support and high expectations (Stone, 2002) as well as the sharing of
prepared resources such as hands-on activities and handouts for successful transfer of
practices (Evans, 2010).
Research Question 5
The fifth research question was “What are the teachers’ perceptions on the
implementation of SIOP as it relates to increased student achievement within their
classrooms?”
SIOP is presented in the literature review as a high-quality professional
development program based on best practices that offers teachers effective tools for
improving student learning (Ardisana, 2006; Doker, 2010; McIntyre et al., 2010; Pecina,
2010; Read, 2009; Short et al., 2012). The interview findings indicate that participants
were uncertain about whether student achievement in the form of assessments and
attendance had increased after teachers participated in the SIOP trainings. Of the 21
occurrences (31.82%) related to SIOP’s impact on student achievement, there were four
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“Yes/Maybe/Perhaps” teacher responses and 17 “No/Unknown/Not Sure” teacher
responses. These results indicate that the teachers did not perceive an explicit increase in
student achievement.
A subtheme emerged from the interviews: the relationship between teaching
strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components and aspects of student
achievement. Participants mentioned the benefits of using the SIOP strategies with
students in their classrooms. It was perceived that the SIOP strategies attribute to
students succeeding in the classroom. One participated explained, “I have definitely seen
a difference in student participation from using some of the strategies” (FG2, P1, PDoc
13:10). When it comes to understanding teachers’ perceptions on whether there has been
increased student achievement, the findings are mixed; and thus, this study can neither
substantiate nor dispute the existing research.
Research Question 6
The sixth research question was, “What difference exists in student achievement
prior to the implementation of SIOP and following implementation of SIOP in Learning
First School District elementary education?”
Much research documents the academic gap that exists among minority subgroups
and their White peers (Coleman, 1966, 1990; Karantinos, 2009; Wenglinsky, 2004). Yet
schools which provide high-quality instruction to its students have been shown to have a
positive impact on student learning (Marsh, 2008; Marzano, 2003; Mortimore &
Sammons, 1987; Wenglinsky, 2004). SIOP offers research-based strategies for teachers
to improve their instructional practices and increase student achievement (Echevarria et
al., 2011; Short et al., 2008).
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To measure progress in schools in the United States, the NCLB law requires that
annual testing for students be administered and yearly progress be measured by
standardized tests. California also mandates that the achievement gap between ELLs and
non-ELLs is measured yearly. The most appropriate metrics for measuring student
achievement for the Learning First School District included standardized testing data
from CSTs and CELDT, districtwide assessment of DIBELS, and attendance rates. As
this research question focused on archival student achievement and attendance rates,
progress was measured over 5 years (fall 2009 through spring 2014) from prior to
following teachers’ participation in the SIOP trainings.
Among the five metrics, the results were mixed. The findings indicated that only
two of the five metrics demonstrated a statistical significance. While SIOP has been
found to increase student achievement, the results indicate that there was some impact
from prior to following the SIOP professional development trainings. The findings of
this study are unable to demonstrate definite increases in student achievement when
measured by the archival data and attendance rates from Learning First School District.
Research Question 7
The seventh guiding research question was, “How do the perceptions of teachers
regarding student achievement (RQ5) compare to the actual data regarding student
achievement (RQ6)?”
As already discussed, SIOP has been substantiated in the literature as improving
students’ academic achievement and providing teachers with strategies to improve their
instructional practices (Echevarria et al., 2013; Moux, 2010; Negron, 2012; Read, 2009;
Short et al., 2012). The findings from the qualitative results and the quantitative results
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were unable to fully support the existing research. Four of the 21 participant quotations
associated SIOP with possibly having a positive impact (Yes/Maybe/Perhaps) and 17 of
the 21 participant occurrences associated SIOP with most likely not having an impact
(No/Unknown/Not sure). For the school metrics and whether there has been an increase
in student achievement, the results were similarly mixed. Only two of the five metrics
were found to be statistically significant.
A second subtheme emerged under the main theme of the teachers’ perceptions of
the impact of SIOP on classroom learning. This subtheme was the positive relationship
between strategies/techniques/practices/tools/SIOP components and aspects of student
achievement. Participants mentioned how the strategies could attribute to student success
in the classroom, specifically increases in the amount of student-to-student interaction,
classroom participation, student engagement and motivation, and students’ focus. One
participant summed up the theme well with her statement, “I think that using these
strategies helps with success. Maybe a little bit, maybe a lot, but I think across the board,
it attributes to them [students] succeeding” (FG1, P3, PDoc 13:7). While the teachers’
perceptions and school metrics had mixed results regarding increases in student
achievement, this study does coincide with the research that SIOP is perceived by
teachers to improve instructional practices and is beneficial for students (Batt, 2010;
Negron, 2012; Simmons-Deveaux, 2012).
Unexpected Findings
It was an unexpected finding for the researcher that the study was unable to fully
demonstrate an increase in student achievement following the teachers’ participation in
professional development trainings on SIOP. Based upon the literature, it was expected
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that the archival data and teachers’ perceptions would clearly indicate increases in student
academic achievement. However, the archival data only had statistical significance for
two metrics, and teachers’ perceptions on its impact were mixed. The conditions
described in the study that were found to hinder full implementation may have influenced
the lack for increased student achievement on the school metrics. Additionally, as one
participant mentioned, “I’ve seen the API reported and the CSTs reported, but the
conversation about whether that improvement was due to SIOP strategies, I never saw a
presentation like that” (PDoc 13:22). Considering this, the lack of discussion from
administration with teachers about how SIOP is positively affecting assessment scores
may be another reason for why teachers were unsure about its impact.
This mixed-methods study, although small in size, is unable to determine that
there were definite increases in student achievement based upon the findings from the
archival data and teachers’ perceptions. Yet the teacher interviews did identify that there
were observable student behaviors in their classrooms which could be associated with
student success such as more student engagement, participation, focus, peer interaction,
and motivation. It was an intriguing finding to discover the teachers’ positive association
between SIOP and student success within their classrooms.
Conclusions
It was the intent of this study to determine whether SIOP is an effective
professional development tool for meeting the demands of improving teachers’
instructional practices and increasing achievement for all students. Based upon the
existing literature regarding SIOP, this study expected to find that SIOP strategies had
been successfully transferred into teachers’ classroom practices. Additionally, based
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upon existing research, this study expected to find that archival data along with teachers’
perceptions would indicate that SIOP trainings had resulted in increases in student
achievement, as measured by the five school metrics for Learning First School District
and teacher interviews. Moreover, it was expected that this study would describe the
professional learning conditions that promoted and hindered the transfer of SIOP into
teachers’ instructional practices and concur with research on professional learning
conditions and successful transfer into practice.
This study had mixed results. This study found that SIOP had a high degree of
transfer into teachers’ instructional practices; however, the study only had a positive
association with two of the five metrics for student achievement and only four out of 21
occurrences for teachers’ perceptions on increases in student achievement. Data obtained
from interviews and an open-ended survey question support the conclusions of four
themes for supportive conditions, three themes for limiting conditions, and six
recommendations related to the perceptions of teachers about implementation and
professional development of SIOP.
Past research indicates that the use of coaching with SIOP professional
development leads to high implementation among teachers; coaching positively affects
teacher learning and motivation to implement new strategies (Batt, 2010; Black, 2012;
Carrera, 2010). Furthermore, SIOP offers an organizational framework of practical,
high-quality strategies that teachers may select to use in the classroom in order to meet
the needs of their students (Echevarria et al., 2013). This study demonstrated that there
was a high degree of full application with the teachers’ transfer of SIOP into their
instructional practices after participation in the districtwide professional development
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program. The teachers were found to have between a high to full degree of application
for the eight components of SIOP. The component of comprehensible input, with its
strategies to employ appropriate speech for students’ proficiency levels, clearly explain
the academic task, and utilize a variety of techniques, engaged teachers, as it was
determined to have the highest level of application. Research indicates that SIOP is a
model based upon the best practices of sheltered instruction (Echevarria et al., 2013;
Hansen-Thomas, 2008; Short, 2013). The SIOP components, particularly
comprehensible input, acted as a stimulus for teachers and prevailed over deterrents to
implementing these new techniques and skills. Hence, after participating in the SIOP
trainings, a majority of teachers implemented the strategies to a high degree of transfer
into their day-to-day classroom practices.
Analysis from the quantitative and qualitative Research Questions 5, 6, and 7
supports a combined representation of the effectiveness and shortcomings of the use of
SIOP for a professional development program as it relates to student learning. It can be
deduced that the findings for SIOP and its impact upon student achievement require that
the results from the archival data and teacher interviews are considered together rather
than in isolation. Current literature strongly ties SIOP to improvements in student
achievement such as increases on standardized test scores and classroom learning
behaviors (Ardisana, 2006; Doker, 2010; Echevarria et al., 2006; McIntyre et al., 2010;
Negron, 2012; Pecina, 2010; Read, 2009; Short et al., 2008). It was expected that this
study would demonstrate that the archival data and teachers’ perceptions would establish
that a positive impact on student learning had clearly occurred. The results of this study
are mixed and unable to substantiate or negate the literature and past findings regarding
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the metrics of student achievement. This study conjectures that the results on student
achievement were unable to fully determine its efficacy on student learning.
Yet the teacher interviews also revealed a second theme which impedes the
findings from the quantitative findings and initial qualitative findings. The interview
findings generated a subtheme regarding teachers’ perceptions that SIOP did advance
improvements in their students’ classroom behaviors and actions which, in turn, was
interpreted as improving student success. In the interviews, teachers indicated that using
SIOP strategies in their instructional practices increased their students’ participation,
interaction with peers, focus, engagement, motivation, and peer interaction within the
classroom and is beneficial for all types of students, which supports available research. It
can be inferred from these results that using SIOP for professional learning positively
affects teachers’ instructional practices and their perceptions of student success within the
classroom.
However, the conclusion can also be drawn that SIOP translates into increased
student achievement for only some school metrics. A potential reason for why student
achievement did not demonstrate explicit increases as measured by the school metrics
and teachers’ perceptions may be due to the limiting conditions found in the study which
hindered successful implementation to the classroom. A second reason may be the
teachers’ lack of exposure to data linking SIOP to student achievement.
Qualitative findings obtained in this study also support specific professional
learning conditions and recommendations for improvements. The available literature on
professional learning indicates that specific conditions must be present to accomplish
shifts in practices (Blank, 2013; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Reeves, 2010; Stone, 2002) and
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in like manner, the lack of certain conditions may result in limited effect on teachers
changing their practices (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Gibson & Brooks, 2012). The
interviews and open-ended survey question demonstrated that professional development
trainings most supported successful implementation by focusing upon best practices and
strategies, viewing SIOP lessons being modeled by TOSA coaches and peers,
systematically structuring successive on-campus trainings, and establishing clear
expectations regarding the implementation of SIOP in the classroom.
Yet the conditions identified as limiting implementation include being
overwhelmed and sitting through large districtwide-structured trainings, lack of clear
expectations regarding what and how to implement the new knowledge into instructional
practices, and excluding strategies to address the language acquisition of their students.
Finally, to further support implementation of SIOP, teachers proposed the
recommendations of restructuring trainings to offer follow-up, teacher input, and a
variety of days and times; allowing for more observations of SIOP lessons being taught
by peers and providing resources and time to plan lessons together; allowing for
continued coaching opportunities for modeling lessons; offering trainings in smaller,
grade-level alike groups at the school site; establishing clear expectations for teachers by
the site administrator; and providing prepared resources and materials for teachers. The
literature review confirms these conditions and recommendations for supporting an
effective professional development initiative as teachers need job-embedded, ongoing,
and career-long learning (Zepeda, 2012).
Based upon the narrative from this section, the following conclusions have been
established:
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1. There is a high degree of transfer between the SIOP professional development
trainings into teachers’ instructional practices.
2. The SIOP components, particularly comprehensible input, act as stimulus for teachers
and prevail over deterrents to implementing these new techniques and skills.
3. SIOP’s impact on student achievement must be a combined representation of both the
quantitative and qualitative data being analyzed together.
4. The school metrics and teacher interviews do not fully determine a positive impact on
student learning.
5. SIOP increases students’ participation, focus, engagement, motivation, and peer
interaction within the classroom and is beneficial for all types of students, as
perceived by teachers.
6. Using SIOP for professional learning positively affects teachers’ instructional
practices and their perceptions of student success within the classroom.
7. Professional development conditions as perceived by teachers to support successful
implementation of SIOP include:
a) A focus upon best practices and strategies;
b) Observing SIOP lessons being modeled by TOSA coaches and peers;
c) Systematically structuring successive on-campus trainings;
d) Establishing clear expectations regarding the implementation of SIOP in the
classroom.
8. Professional development conditions as perceived by teachers that limit successful
implementation of SIOP include:
a) Being overwhelmed and sitting through large districtwide-structured trainings;

135

b) A lack of clear expectations regarding what and how to implement the new
knowledge into instructional practices;
c) Excluding strategies during the trainings to address the language acquisition.
9. A successful SIOP professional development initiative as perceived by teachers
include these additional recommendations and suggestions:
a) Restructuring trainings to offer follow-up, teacher input, and a variety of days and
times;
b) Allowing for more observations of SIOP lessons being taught by peers and
providing resources and time to plan lessons together;
c) Allowing for continued coaching opportunities for modeling lessons;
d) Offering trainings in smaller, grade-level alike groups at the school site;
e) Establishing clear expectations for teachers by the site administrator;
f) Providing prepared resources and materials for teachers.
These conclusions demonstrate that Learning First School District’s professional
development on SIOP had a high degree of successful transfer into teachers’ instructional
practices, but there were mixed results from the five school metrics and teachers’
perceptions on increases in student achievement. Of great importance is that the teachers
perceive SIOP as having a positive impact on student behavior and learning in their
classrooms and is beneficial for all types of students. In addition, teachers perceive that
based upon the integration and restriction of specific conditions, the SIOP professional
development trainings can lead to successful implementation.
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Implications for Action
Districtwide professional development for elementary teachers demands an
initiative that is explicitly designed to meet the instructional needs of teachers to be
effective educators of the CCSS. The data and research clearly affirm the significance of
high-quality professional programs that focus on teacher learning and student outcomes
to increase academic achievement. Based on the results from the survey and interviews
and the conclusions regarding teachers’ perceptions on professional development
conditions and recommendations, the districtwide professional development initiative on
SIOP could be improved by including the following elements for teachers:


District professional development leaders, including the executive director of
professional development, the executive director of curriculum and instruction, and
the assistant superintendent of elementary education, must design professional
development that promotes a culture of collegiality by allowing opportunities during
the trainings for teachers to converse and reflect about the SIOP components and how
to implement them in the classroom.



District professional development leaders must include trainings that are ongoing,
including refreshers and offered among a variety of days and times for teachers.



District professional development leaders must build in continuous coaching at the
school site for modeling the new strategies and skills with teachers as well as leading
peer coaching on the SIOP strategies.



District professional development leaders must include clear expectations for teachers
during trainings of what is to be implemented in classrooms and be reinforced by site
administrators.
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District professional development leaders must design trainings that are provided in
grade alike, small groupings with content broken into manageable chunks for teachers
that is linked to classroom lessons.



District professional development leaders must support meeting the needs of all
students by addressing language acquisition during the trainings.



District professional development leaders must support transfer into instructional
practices by providing prepared handouts, resources, and materials for teachers.



District professional development leaders must support continuous learning by
leading regular reflection and monitoring of student achievement results.



All site and district leaders must continue to model an unwavering commitment to
lifelong learning by participating in high-quality professional development that
augments their comprehension of effective instructional practices.



The researcher will communicate the research results with the educational community
through professional development workshops, seminars, and research articles.
It is also essential to consider that the Learning First’s districtwide professional

development initiative on SIOP is situational, and thus, the supportive and limiting
conditions along with the additional recommendations for improving success are
distinctively designed to meet the needs of this district’s elementary teachers.
Recommendations for Further Research
The mixed findings of this study indicate that more research is needed on the
topic of using SIOP for a districtwide professional development initiative. Based on the
findings of this research investigation, the following recommendations for further
research are proposed:
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1.

Conduct this study again in 3 years with the same target population to measure the
successful transfer of SIOP into instructional practices; one that does not allow for
data collection to occur during the week prior to parent conferences and completion
of report cards for teachers.

2.

Replicate this study to include a larger sample size and the perceptions of secondary
(middle and high school) teachers regarding the use of SIOP for a districtwide
professional development program and how trainings support the transfer of
strategies into their instructional practices.

3.

Replicate this study to include the perceptions of principals regarding teachers’
professional development and how teachers’ professional development supports the
students with increasing student success in the classroom.

4.

Conduct a study to try and determine why professional development on SIOP
increases students’ engagement and learning in the classroom but does not clearly
translate into success on school metrics.

5.

Conduct a study to try and determine how site administrators’ commitment to the
implementation of SIOP by teachers in the classrooms supports increases in student
achievement on school metrics.

6.

Conduct a study to determine what the best metrics for evaluation of student
success are after teachers’ participation in SIOP professional development trainings.

7.

Replicate this study using the new metrics designed for assessing CCSS in
California, instead of the NCLB California state tests.

8.

Conduct a case study of public school districts identified as having high
implementation of the SIOP components and strategies to identify common themes
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related to effective professional development conditions which translated into
successful transfer of SIOP into their teachers’ instructional practices.
9.

Conduct a case study of districts that are considered high achieving and have SIOPtrained teachers to determine common themes related to increases in student
achievement.

10.

Conduct a study to address the theme of collaboration between teachers and
professional learning communities (PLCs) and its impact on effective SIOP
professional development initiatives for elementary school teachers.
Concluding Remarks and Reflections
Every fall, millions of elementary students return to school eager to learn, and

teachers dream of endless opportunities for how they will impart a high-quality
educational experience for them. With the emergence of the CCSS, the role of the
elementary teacher is to provide instruction that will prepare students for college and
career readiness in the 21st century. The research indicates that the potential to raise
student achievement and close the achievement gap lies within the effective instructional
practices of educators. Professional development that will translate into successful
transfer of best practices into teachers’ daily instruction is important for the positive
impact on student learning and student outcomes. To achieve a high degree of transfer
from professional development trainings into teachers’ instructional practices, the
program needs to be ongoing and build concepts over time, allow for practice, and be
situated within a collaborative atmosphere (Walker, 2005).
Reflecting on the results of this study, the research validates the significance of a
districtwide professional development initiative using SIOP and its successful transfer
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into teachers’ instructional practices. There are increases in students’ participation,
engagement, motivation, peer collaboration, and focus in the classroom; and SIOP is
beneficial for all types of students. Yet further reflection on the results also determines
that it will not always clearly lead to increases on all measures of student achievement.
For SIOP trainings to be highly effective, the program must be strategically designed;
facilitated with meticulous commitment; and executed within a cohesive, collegial focus
upon improving student learning.
Though the study’s results were mixed, the qualitative findings demonstrate the
value of using SIOP for districtwide professional development. When asked the
interview question, “Is there anything else that you would like to share about your
experience regarding the SIOP professional development trainings?” one participant
eloquently captured the essence of this study. The participant shared the following:
I think that SIOP has really brought our school site together as like a positive
fighting force that we want the best for our kids and I feel like that we are using a
lot of the same strategies, make us feel very confident in what we do and I feel
like it is good for the children because they see it in kinder and they see it in first
and is that whole going [through] fifth grade until they go to middle school and
they will see the strategies as well. And I think for us, as professional educators,
it has been an asset. (FG1, P2)
This research has inspired the researcher, as an instructional leader, to work
collaboratively with teachers to provide effective professional learning that will improve
instruction for the students. This study corroborates the value of utilizing best practices
such as those found in the SIOP components and strategies to close the academic gap for
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English learners and struggling students. The honesty and compassion shared with the
researcher during the teacher interviews is inspiring and touching, and she is forever
grateful for their participation. It is evident that these teachers are dedicated
professionals, thirsting for collaboration and the tools to improve student achievement. It
is with a continuous focus on high-quality, research-based professional development that
teachers will achieve the rigor needed to effectively meet the expectations of teaching the
Common Core State Standards.
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Appendix D
Permission From the Assistant Superintendent of Education at Learning First School
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Appendix E
Interview Template and Questions
Opening
Your willingness to participate in this interview is greatly appreciated. The
purpose of this study is to determine the teachers’ perceptions on which conditions
supported and limited teachers’ successful implementation of the SIOP professional
development trainings into daily classroom instruction and the effect on student
achievement. I would like to begin by asking you background questions about your
teaching experiences. All information shared in this interview is confidential. A
pseudonym for all participants will be used in the study. If you do not feel comfortable
answering a question you may skip it. The interview will last approximately 45-60
minutes. I will be recording the interview as well as taking notes.
There are no foreseeable physical, psychological, or social risks involved with
your participation. The researcher will protect confidentiality by keeping identifying
letter codes, audio recordings, and transcribed documents in a locked file. Both the
documents and audio recording will later be destroyed. You will not be compensated for
your participation. However, your participation will benefit the research regarding SIOP
as an effective professional development initiative for school leaders. Any questions you
have may be answered by researcher Christina Portillo. She can be reached by email at
xxxxxxxx@mail.brandman.edu or by phone at xxx xxx-xxxx.
Is this process still okay with you? Do you have any questions or concerns before
we start? Please verbally say “yes” to indicate that you understand your rights and
consent to being interviewed.

Background questions:
What grade level(s) do you teach: _________________
How many years have you been teaching: ___________
For how many years have you been using SIOP in your classroom instruction:________
Interview Questions:
(Begin by displaying a chart of the 8 SIOP components and strategies)
1. How have the district’s SIOP trainings led to teachers providing high-quality
lessons for students?
2. Which professional development conditions that you encountered during the
district’s SIOP trainings supported successful transfer into teachers’ instructional
practices?
3. Which professional development conditions that you encountered during the
district’s SIOP trainings limited successful transfer into teachers’ instructional
practices?
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4. What recommendations or suggestions do you have on what could have been
modified during the SIOP professional development trainings to encourage full
degree of application into teachers’ instructional practices?
5. How has coaching from a TOSA made a difference in the transfer of SIOP into
teachers’ instructional practices?
6. Has there been an increase in student achievement since participating in the
district’s SIOP trainings? Why or why not?
7. What characteristics of the SIOP program may have hindered or facilitated the
students achieving growth on 2010-2014 district assessments (DIBELS) and state
assessments (CSTs and CELDT?)
8. How has there been an increase in the teachers’ knowledge of language
acquisition and meeting the needs of English Language Learners since
participating in the district’s SIOP trainings?
9. What changes in student attendance have you observed since participating in the
district’s SIOP trainings?
10. Is there anything else that you would like to share about your experience
regarding the SIOP professional development trainings?
Closing
Thank you for taking the time to meet and be interviewed regarding your thoughts about
the SIOP professional development trainings and its effect upon academic achievement.
Your opinion is very valuable to me as a researcher. If you would like, a copy of the
transcription may be made available to you by sending an email to Christina Portillo at
xxxxxxxx@brandman.edu
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Appendix F
Survey Pilot Test Feedback Form

1. Were the directions clear? ___ Yes ___ No
2. If not, please use the space below to make comments that will help me add clarity
to the directions?

3. Please list any SIOP components or strategies that were ambiguous to you.

4. Please make any suggestions that will make the format of the survey easier to
follow or easier to understand.

5. Can you give me any other suggestions that would improve the survey?

6. How long did it take you to complete the survey? ___________ minutes

Thank you for taking the time to complete the survey and for providing your valuable
feedback. Please email your completed feedback form to Christina Portillo [email] by
__________. Please feel free to contact me with any suggestions or questions. Thank you
again for your help.
Sincerely,

Christina M. Portillo
Principal
Brandman University Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix G
Interview Questions Pilot Test Feedback Form
1. Were the directions clear? ___ Yes ___ No
2. If not, please use the space below to make comments that will help me add clarity
to the directions?

3. Please list any questions, by number, that were ambiguous to you.

4. Please make any suggestions that will make the format of the interview questions
easier to follow or easier to understand.

5. Can you give me any other suggestions that would improve the interview
questions?

6. How long did it take you to the interview questions? ___________ minutes

Thank you for taking the time to respond to the interview questions and for providing
your valuable feedback. Please deliver or email your completed feedback form to
Christina Portillo [email] by __________. Please feel free to contact me with any
suggestions or questions. Thank you again for your help.
Sincerely,

Christina M. Portillo
Principal
Brandman University Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix H
Brandman University Institutional Review Board Approval
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Appendix I
Email Invite to Participants
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Appendix J
Participant’s Bill of Rights
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Appendix K
Informed Consent for Survey
INFORMATION ABOUT: The use of SIOP for a districtwide professional development
reform and its transfer into the teaching practices by elementary school teachers and its
effect upon student achievement after the teachers’ participation in the SIOP staff
development trainings.
RESPONSIBLE RESEARCHER: Christina M. Portillo
PURPOSE OF STUDY: The purpose of this mixed-methods study is to ascertain to what
degree of application the K-5 elementary teachers in Learning First School District have
transferred the eight components of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol into their
instructional practices. In addition, it is the purpose of this study to determine which
conditions supported and limited the teachers’ successful implementation of the SIOP
professional development trainings into daily classroom instruction, as perceived by
teachers. Finally, it is the purpose of this study to determine whether Learning First
School District’s professional development had an effect on student achievement, as
perceived by teachers and archival data.
By participating in this study, you agree to do the following: Participate in an online
survey that consists of completing 35 questions that will take approximately 5 minutes to
complete.
I understand that: There are no possible risks associated with study participation.
Compensation will not be provided for participation. I may refuse to participate or
withdraw from the survey at any time without any negative consequences. Any
information that is obtained in this study will remain completely confidential. Study data
will be analyzed as a whole and not by individual participant. If the study design or use of
the data is to be changed, you will be so informed and consent re-obtained. My
participation in this study indicates my agreement to participate. There is no need to sign
and return this document to the researcher.
If you have any questions concerning this research, please contact me via email at:
xxxxxxxxxx@mail.brandman.edu or by phone at xxx xxx-xxxx. You may also contact
my chairperson: Dr. Carlos Guzman, cguzman@brandman.edu.
I acknowledge that I have received a copy of this form and the Research Participant’s Bill
of Rights.
I have read the above and understand it and hereby consent to the procedures set forth.
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Appendix L
Pre-Survey—Consent Form for Participation in Research
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